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-AN EXAMINATION OF THE WITNESS SECURTTY PROGRAM
ral
AND ITS PAR: ICIPANTS

I. INTRODUCTION

Law enforcement efforts against 6rganized crime activities have
often been frustrated by the paucity of first-hand witnesses willing to
provide information to authorities and testify in court against former

criminal associates. The Federal Witness Protection Program, frequently

characterized by enforcement officials as one of the most effective
tools in the fight against organized crime, is designed to protect ang,
if necessary, relocate those persons who have testified on behalf of the

government. The Program's history, however, has been marked by

considerable controversy,

Inquiries into the Federal Witness Protecticn Program have
frequently ignored or short-circuited the measured analysis critical to
an objective review of the many camplex issues facing the Program and

witnesses.1 This may be a result of the camplicated task of
systematically protecting organized crime witnesses from the determined

efforts of those testified against to pursue witnesses who have provided

testimony or who contemplate doing so. Efssential to these issues are

studies which explore the factors that propel. witnesses to seek and

Sécure goverrmental protection, and which highlight the sametimes

difficult readjustments required of witnesses.

e
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criminals who, in seeking to break from the pattern of criminal
activities, face new dilemmas in cooperating with the Federal goverrment

and thereby confront a difficult adjustment to new surroundings and

circumstances. Questions of particular interest to officials of the

Witness Protection Program and other law enforcement personnel include

the following: ‘ |

(a) Are there identifiable factors which motivate persons to enter
organized crime career paths, and later to defect from those
groups or activities? What tactics are successful in inducing
and ensuring persistent cooperation?

(b) Are there psychological traits, personality characteristics,
or behaviors coamon to those who choose to become protected
witnesses? Are these attributes specifically related to the
organized crime group affiliation, criminal activity, or to
other useful predictors which might help predict future
defectors? ,

(c) What psychological techniques do protected witnesses use to
cope with the dilemmas and risks that they face? Can
successful adjustment tc relocation, (or prison) be predicted?

(d) What data might be useful to Program officials in setting
policies which meet the needs and behaviors of witnesses and

which result in successful development of organized crime
cases?

These and other questions will be addressed in this research report
on protected witnesses which explores the implications of using ‘'such
individuals in organized crime controi pr'ograms. The term "protected
witness" encompasses two groups: those relocated in communities, and
those presently incarcerated either in special custody units or in the
general prison population. This research efforts addresses the
prisone.-protectzd witness, although much of the discussion is relevant
to those currently relocated. While the focus of the paper is primarily
updn a Federal program, the research results are appropriate for those
officials who deal with.protected witnesses at state and local levels as

well.
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Because the above discussion only hints at the complex issues

facing Program officials who han Wi
- | dle such witnesses, and touches briefly
e adjustments required of protected witnesses, the issues may be

brought j
ght into sharper focus through the pPresentation of a case example

A. A Detailed Casé Description

Mr. s. i -
| S. is a 40-year old, college—educated white male who was raised

in . .
an upper-middle class family of seven. He is adopted and the

and is not particulary close to any of
His mother died in 1978 and his father five years
earlier. Mr. S. has been married only once,

year.

youngest of the five chilidren,
his siblings.

in 1966, lasting only one "\
Since that time + he has entered into numerous ramantic |

involv ' i i y:
ements with quite wealthy widows. There is a history of alcchol

abuse; psychological tests conducted recently show Mr. S. to be

nfident, intelligent, scmewhat of a non-conformist, but with no

significant signs of psychopathology.

His crimi i indi '
criminal history indicates that at age 17, while working in a

and cards, allegedly for the Purpose of obtaining entry into bar
s.

wham h 1vi
e was living because the father disapproved of their relationship

Prabation was granted on the condition that defendant undergo

psychiatric counseling? witness never met this condition. Mr. S. ha
. - S. has an

extensive record of 18 arrests ang 11 adult convictions for

assa
fraud, theft, S

and interstate transportation of stolen property. pmis

record re i
veals a pattem of credit card fraud and abuse, Suggesting the

early development of a Criminal Speciality

'Ill
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Involvement with the Federal Witness Protection Program dates to
1977, when he was arrested on Mail Fraud charges. An Indictment charged
Mr. S. and several co-conspirators with déViS;é and carrying out a
scheme to file fraudulent and false credit applications at casinos znd
hotels. This group attempted to negotiate stolen travelers checks and
forged and counterfeit securities, stolen from an interstate and foreign
shipment of freight, once the fr;udul;ant credit application had been
established.

Facing several counts, Mr. S. was permitted to plead gquilty under
an agreement securing his cooperation with U.S. Attorneys. A prison
sentence of’two years was suspended, and Mr. S. was placed on probation
and into the Protection Program. Cooperation centered on testimony
against four of the twelve co-conspirators, each of whom was
subsequently convicted on the basis of his 'gesf;jjmny. Mr. S. has
described the group as a collection of 11 business associates, all with
unique talents and each needing the skills of the others. One of the
members is an older person whom the witness' respects highly. Protection
and relocation were necessary because of the pattern of violence in
crimes committed by the other defendants, two of whom are associated
with Ia Cosa Nostra.

Vhile relocated, this witness viclated the conditions of the
Program and his agreement to cooperate and testify; he engaged in
further criminal use of credit cards and 'is believed to have
re-established associations with former cr:.nunal partners, resulting in
his refusal to testify against one of those defendants.h

It is instructive to quote from the witness' version of these

events:

[It is] ... one of the strangest anamalies that I've ever had
inmy life. I had a very difficult childhocod emotionally and
have done many reckless things which have had a way of
snowballing into more serious ores...I have a marked
proclivity for 'larks' and 'adventures'. ..I do have enough of
a conscience to know what a severe disapointment I was to both
of my late parents...[but] I don't believe the core is
basically bad or unredeemable. T sincerely want to change.

I surely did not have bad goals when T arrived in [relocated
city ]...My intentions were decent and honorable - not only to
Ty own perscnal life but my obligations to the Government.
There I was, literally 'dropped’ into the middle of a city
which nothing previously in my life had prepared me for
culturally...[I] knew no one...was nervous and deeply _
concerned because of the irrevocable decision I'd made...all
of a sudden, I'm a 'marked' mon - a threat to other people
whom I've been told have very dangerous backgrounds - and on
top of all that psychology at work - I'm somehow to start a
new life. New name. New Life. New identity. I am

told that it will be sametime before there is any actual !

documentation to back up the new name.. I am given $813.00 a
month to exist on ...I am not to call anycne from 'the past'
as it might traced. I am trying to get my bearings in this

city I know less than nothing of - and WHAM! My dear mother
dies. I am told that it is best that I don't go to her

funeral. They will take no responsibility for me if I persist
in going.

After several months the witness reports mounting frustration and
the lack of feeling in control.

I started drinking again. Heavily. There was just no
winning it seemed. It was in this [castastophic] period, with
myself out of emotional control, eaten alive with frustration
(T wanted to do the right thing) - that I started using
(deleted) credit card illegally. [This was] a totally
ridiculous and indefensible act - no doubt in mind that it was
subconsciously self-destructively motivated...I'd been almost
non-stop drinking for about six weeks. The card was sitting
there and I started to use it.

I always knew and acknowledged that I was totally responsible
and was going to make it good... I am and have been

sincerely sorry that I ca him so much trouble [the person
whose card was stolen] even though there was no intent to
defraud him...[he was] never out ANy money - not so much as

«

one dime - the 'injured party’ turned cut to be American
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B. Purpose and Organization of Report

The case of Mr. S. highlights several isgles, which can be reduced
to three basic areas, each of which is addressed in this report. They
are: (1) An overview of the Witness Protection Program's operating
policies, and the discussion of a research effort explorlng the
implications of these policies for program part1c1pants (2) the
collection, analysis and discussion of interview, file, and
personallty—tralt data cbtained from a sample of prisoner-protected
witnesses, and (3) an exploration of the ways in which psychological
J.nterpretatlons of such data may assist investigators and Prosecutors
charged with organized crime control.

Regarding the first area, the effort to measure the effectiveness
of any organized crime enforcement effort i.s a unique problem, cne that
is generally not resolvable by traditional counts of arrests made,
indictments secured, or defendants imprisoned (Maltz, 1983). The
Federal Witness Protection Program and its systematic protection of
witnesses poses these measurement difficulties, but presents additional
problems. The need for Secrecy in protecting organized criminals
has often hampered assessment attempts. Consequently, the prior
examinations and analyses vary considerably in the quality of research
and in the specific area of the Program being addressed. Although this
diversity makes it especially difficult to campare the studies, this
section of the paper will review those studies.

The second and third areas dealﬁ with in this paper are the

collection of empirical data, and the application of psychological

interpretations to those findings. Law enforcement faces very difficult

problems in securing and handling organized crime witnesses. Reduced to
1/'1

6
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fundamental terms, interactions between witness and enforcement
officials fall within the general study of human behavior and attltudes,l
and as such, are amenable to social psychologlcal analysis and
interpretation. Although these theories and concepts have been applied
to many legal topics and have addressed general studies of the criminal
Justice systemz, less attention has been given to applying psychological
notions to the traits and motivations of non-traditional offenders.3
This report will explore the ways in which social psychological analyses
are valuable to the study of organized crime witnesses, and will
enumerate the methodological cbstacles confronted and overcome in the
study directed toward these areas. This paper is intended pPrimarily for
a law enforcement audience, The study reported here employs various
research methods and statstical analyses. The main text contains
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II. POLICIES AND OBJECTIVES OF THE WITNESS PROTECTION PROGRAM

it

A. History and Development

Throughout the history of organized crime in this country and in
Europe, criminal confederations have attempted to stifle informants and
witnesses who ﬁave either discus.,sed inside information with authorities
or who contemplate doing so. Law enforcement authorities, responding to
the reality of organized crime retaliation, have been forced to protect
witnesses when employing them in organized crime prosecutions. Law
enforcement techniques to keep witnesses fram harm were launched by
threats against those who have "turned." For example, two former
employees of Al Capone provided testimony to auj:horities and
subsequently had to be hidden to avoid possib'ie retaliation by Capone's
associates. The origins of the formal Protection Program can be traced
to Joseph Valachi's revelations about the nature and structure of
organized crime, and the efforts by then-Attormey General Robert Kennedy
to protect Valachi. With Robert Kennedy :LI"I the Department of Justice,
organized crime emerged as an enforcement priority, and the demands for
witness protection quickly increased. To accamplish "...the protection
of witnesses desiring such assistance during the pendency of organized
crime litigation ,"4 the President's 1967 Task Force on Organized Crime
urged that residential facilities be instituted. The Organized Crime
Control Act of 1970 formalized these protective arrangements, and
provided resources for ensuring the health, safety, and welfare of
witnesses. Organized crime law enforcement realized the value of

witnesses, and the numbers of those requiring and receiving protection

V4

increased f i
ram 92 in 1971 to 469 by 1978. Since 1979, the rate £
of new

8000 of thei
elr dependents [are] participating in the security program, " 6

As th Lsti .
e statistics reveal, there hag been little hesitation j
A ' n in
enlisting the aj imi i
lef aid of criminal witnesses in organized crime prosecutij
: . ilons.
The Program's harshest Critics, i

protection i
1S one of the most effective tools available to organized

cri
e law enforcement efforts. What is interesting to note
| | no

hlstorlcally, however, i

crucial questi i
questions were neither raised nor confronted

until i i required
the first oversight hearings in 1978. Such hearings
. were i

- S Organized crime enforcement efforts,
5 . i .
ts provision of Protection, security, relocation and

’ new

described in the next secti

B. Current Program Operation

Th i i
€ essential functions of the Witness Protection Progr;
| am are
shared between the Office of Enforcement Operations

7 (Criminal
Division, Department of Justice),

which administers the program. Other
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major agencies involved include Federal Bureau of Priscns, Federal
Probation, the U.S. Parole Commission and vayicus investigative

agencies.

Office of Enforcement Operations (ORO)

The eligibility assessment considers several factors, including an
examination of the importance of the organized crime activity about
which the potential witness is knowledgable, likely defendants, and the
existence of evidence that the life of the potential witness or his
family members is in jeopardy. Threat assessments evaluate the

organization's propensity for violence and retaliatic:»rl,8

and usually ’
follow the referral to the Office of Enforcement Operations by the %
sponsoring prosecutor, Most of these are U.S. Attorneys, Strike Force
attorneys, or state District Attorneys.

Witnesses who are accepted into the Program vary considerably in
organized crime group affiliaticn, the degree of their involvement with
criminal activities, and their motivation for providing information to
the goverrment. Currently, protected witnesses represent traditional
crime families (la Cosa Nostra), emerging criminal organizations (e.q.,
biker groups), prison gangs (e.g., La iﬁuestra Familia), and white—collax;'
crime enterprises or politically-motivated criminal syndicates. The
types of protected witnesses range from those with intimate knowledge of
criminal operations to those who are inadvertantly present during the
planning or commission of an organized crime. Protected witnesses with
close ties tc organized crime are typified by contract killers, labor
racketeers, or individuals heading narcotics enterprises. "Second-tier"
witnesses who may require protection following a forced or voluntary

.
10

Ve
decision to cease cocperating with organized crime individuals include

public officials and legitimate businessmen.

The variety in the degree of connection with organized crime is
paralleled by the great variety of reasons why witnesses provide
information and/or testify on the goverrment's behalf. The driving
force may be the possibility of reduced sentences for incarcerated
witnesses, imminent physical da;ger,na desire to seek revenge, or
increasing age, family pressures, or a growing sense of disenchantment;
many witnesses also seek protection for a cambination of these

motivations.

U.S. Marshals Service

The Marshals' involvement with the Program dates from 1968, as a

result of the government's decreased reliance on safehouses and the \
increased use of temporai'y and permanent relgg:étions of witnesses fram

w3 Presently, the Witness Security Division (WITSEC)

the "danger area.
maintains primary respensibility for all non-prisoner witness
protection, relocation, credible documentation, and amployment
assistance. The Division is comprised of Operations, which oversees
security matters, and Administration, which supervises documentation and
relocation activities. Case managers and WITSEC specialists cocrdinate
the security and relocation functions of the Division; they also

interview witnesses, describe the Program's services, and secure

signatures on the Memorandum of Understanding, the document which

lays the ground work for services to be provided.

U.S. Marshals also perform the most publicized aspéét of witness
protection—-the relocation of those who can no longer remain in a ¢

geographic area because organized crime might retaliate. The relocation®

1
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site is determined by considering security, job availability, witness
preference, and the ease of blending into the community and the sized of
Ve

Marshals caseloads.t®

If necessary, documentation in the form of legal
name change, driver's license, social security card, and other very
limited background records are created to support the witness' new
identity, but in no way do they enhance a witness' status. For
example, those with seventh—gra;le ed;jcations are not elevated to
college-educated status. These records are necessary for building
credible backgrounds in a most limited way. Witnesses, are expected to
find employment within 60 days, however, they often have very limited
legitimate employment skills. Subsistence payments, determined
according to Bureau of Labor statistics and adjusted periodically, are
designed to ease the adjustment process. On the average, it currently
takes 13 months to find witnesses employment, - |

Bureau of Prisons

The need to protect organized crime witnesses adds substuntially to
the traditional responsibility of the Bureau of Priscns in monitoring
prisoners who may pose threats to incarcerated witnesses who have
testified in trials. 1In 1980, this translated to the Bureau's
supervision of 250 protected-prisoner witnesses. Over 40% are now
priscner-witnesses; in Novenber 1983 the figure approached 50%. The
mumber of prisoner-witnesses has dramatically increased since 1980, and
the Bureau is opening new units to meet this influx. The Irmate
Monitoring Section, in close coordlnatlon with the Office of Enforcement
Operations, carries out a variety of related functions, such as
assessing internal and external threats to prisoner-witnesses, placing

prisoners in institutions, providing security, and resolving the

R RN
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logistical prceblems of tr;';lnsfers, court appearances, and family
visitations. The populétion of prisoner-witnesses is divided among
reqular institutions, state and local instigu£ions, and protective
custody units within Federal Institutions. The units are quite secure,
but life inside them may be very restrictive. For exami:le, the
possibility that attempts may be made to poison the food produces an
elaborate security provedure. Another example deals with the inability
of witnesses in same institutions to exercise because of fears that
witnesses may be targets of assassinﬁ. At one point in time witnesses
tock vitamins to campensate for the fact that they rarely saw sunlight.
The Bureau seeks to ease these unpleasant conditions by qonstructing :
new, less—reét.rictive units, and where possible, by placing all eligible
witnesses into the general prison population under concealed identities.
Presently, more than 325-prisoner-witnesses. iive in the general prison
population under this arrangement. All prisoner-witnesses are

candidates for relocation upon their release.

Federal Probation/U.S. Parole Camnission

On August 16, 1978 the Federal Probation System acquired the
responsibility for supervising all protected witnesses placed on Federal
probation. Three years later, on December 1, 1981, the Parocle
Cammission undertook supervision of WITSEC offenders.12 These policies
resulted in approximately 250 probation and 150 parole cases : although
the tracking of those who pose threats to WITSEC individuals in
districts under supervision adds to this burden, and requires
coordination with all the agencies aiscussed above. This information
exchange is crucially necessary for threat assessment, identifying of

danger areas, and conveying newly created documentation and movement

y
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III. REVIEW OF PRIOR EVALUATIONS OF THE WITNESS PROTECTION PROGRAM

 The unique nature of the Program has prompted close scrutiny, bﬁt
rarely have prior assessments relied on empi?ical research nethoas or
data. The examinations that have been conducted have frequently been in
response to public outcry, and consequently, have been carried out
hurriedly. While the general problems confronting the organized crime
researcher have been emumerated by Cressey (1967) and Anderson (1971),
as will became apparent there are special research obstacles accounting

for an absence of research on this topic. An informed review and

critique of evaluations will be facilitated by a brief discussion of the

various reasons for the scarcity of research into this significant area.

A. Reasons for Absence of Research into the Program

One central explanation for a paucity of research studies in this
area resembles an earlier discussion by Sutherland (1940) with regard to
the lack of scholarly attention given to white-collar crime. As with
white-collar crime, the preoccupation with traditional crime research
and funding has pushed work on organized crime to the background.l3

A second explanation for this scarcity of research centers on the
reality that all prosecutions, including organized crime, focus on legal
facts directly related to the case; intelligence-oriented information
may be perceive@ to have a distant or non-existent payoff, and thus, may
be relegated to a lower enforcement priority. Consequently, upon
campleting cases in wh:Lch protected witnesses have testified, law

enforcewent turns its attention more to the trial's result than to the

15

circumstances or persons leading to that/ outcame. This practice is
reinforced by the traditional method of measuring law enforcement's
progress against organized crime, which is typically merely a count of
the number of cases made (See Maltz, 1983). When organized crime
defendants are successfully convicted, it is unnecressary to analyze the
reasons for success. When indictments are not produced, or when
testimony fails to bring about guilty verdicts, a careful examination of
the weaknesses in the prosecution's case usually focuses on personality
factors (prosecutor, judge, jury) or evidentiary' or tactical flaws.
Whether the case is won or lost, systematic assessments of witness
traits and ‘behavior are rarely undertaken.

.A third explanation for a general absence of research on protected
witnesses may stem from well-entrenched stereotypes about "government
witnesses,"” particularly those participaﬁng in organized crime
prosecutions. The jargon used to describe these witnesses often
obscures the process which led to the witness' providing vital
information. For example, characterizations of witnesses as having been
"turned," or "flipped," imply that witnesses are passive subjects of
persuasive tactics by law @nforcement, or that such individuals are
merely objects; the subtle, complicated sequence of events leading to a
witness' cooperation is often lost or si;nph;' perceived to be not
particularly relevant. Furthermore, these terms are euphemisims that
are used to hide a process often found distasteful. “Turning" implies
that the witness has betrayed associates or friends and has a high
susceptibility to persuasion. In addition, it undermines the validity -
of the information to the government and the credibility of the witness
during trial testimony. The difficulties and unpleasantness associated

4‘; 16
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with those who agree to testify against their former friends and
"colleagues” has deterred many researchers fram pursuing the topic.
Finally, the difficulties in data access/\ahd in securing
witness-subjects for study has contributed to the lack of research.
Because there have been no joint law enforcement-social science
empirical studies of this topic, those initiating a program of research
are in uncharted territory. Just as the handling of organized crime
witnesses calls for unique measures, the study of these individuals
requires methods specifically tailored to the subject matter. Research
in this area cannot be undertaken by simply extrapolating the findings
from tradit:i.onal psychological or criminological studies which the
researcher deems to be relevant, and applying them to persons under the

Witness Protection Program.

B. BAnalysis of Reviews of the Witness Protection Program

In addition to extensive attention by the news media and other
writersl4 to various facets of the Program, information about protected
‘witnesses has emerged essentially as a bj—product of four Senate
hearings in 1978, 1980‘, 1§81, and 1983. For scme of these hearings,
data were collected and reported by the Witness Security Program Review

Committee. 15

The three surveys of witnesses and officals carried out by
the Review Camnittee will be briefly reviewed. ‘
The first study was a mail survey sent to approximately every tenth
wiméSS to enter the relocation program between March 1972 and June
1977. Of the 200 protected witnesses selected, 16% returned campleted

questionnaires. The Review Cammittee also conducted hearings and

9
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interviews with program officials, Marshals, FBI and DEA agents,

examined file data on the witnesses interviewed » and reviewed prior
Val

audits, reports, and memoranda.16 The substantive findings led to 28

recommendations in the major areas of admission standards and

procedures, program services, administrative practices, and program

costs and benefits.,

Admissions

The Camittee noted an influx of witnesses sponsored for
protection. Prcblems which occurred as a result of rapid and sizable \
growth since 1971 included the absence of a central monitoring system in %
the admissions process, and a heavy reliance on the emergency entry

provision to admit witnesses pending detailed assessment of the threat
posed to them.

Program Services

Interviews and witness questionnaires probed the areas of physical
security, financial assistance, employment assistance, and the provision
of documentation. File information to support threats to the witnesses
and/or family members, and sufficient documentation of the need for
security precautions was generally not found during the Comittee's
review. The report noted that this problem ultimately affects the
provision of adequate protection by U.S. Marshals. Despite this
deficiency, the Committee reported that the Marshals claim that only one

witness has been murdered as a consequence of his tfszstimony.17 There is

{s
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no idication that any individual has been murdered as result of his

participation, except for very few who have x;i_olated the security rules.

In instances of witness' deaths, the reasons include securlty breaches,
the tendency of some witnesses (who were former informants) to keep in
telephone contact with associates to return to the danger area, or to
establish contact w:Lth criminals in the relocation area.

Chief among the ccmplaints" over~ relocation efforts was witness
dissatisfaction with a reliance on "temporary" facilities (hotels or
motels), and Program officials dissatisfaction w:Lth the abundance of
witnesses requesting relocation to specific geographic areas.

A significant source of displeasure with the Program concerned
housing and medical financial aid, and subsistence payments, all
designed to facilitate the witness' transitior} until employment is
secured. The Review Carmittée found that edonamic hardships, as well as
a loss of social status, may result fram cooperation with and relocation
by the Government.

Those interviewed by the Camnittee also mentioned employment
problems experienced by protected witnesses:

Protracted periods of unemployment increase the

overall cost of the Program, severely damage the

morale and self-image of the witnesses, and.retar%

the re-entry of the witness into normal society.
The general lack of legitimate job skills, the drastic differences
between criminal and legitimate "salaries,” and administrative confusion
over responsibility for assisting witnessés in enployment efforts have
exacerbated this problem. At the time of the 1978 study, no formal
employment tests were administered to match witness jab skills with job
availability in the relocated site., Several Committee recommendations

19
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were developed to remedy this deficiency and have since been
implemented. The Camittee noted that all of these difficulties have

been increased by the failure to provide credible documentation to

relocated witnesses. The delays, incredible background records, and

personnel shortages, which are themselves problems, also affect the
effective delivery 6f several other Program services, including security
and employment. . ' |
Underlfi_ng the Camnittee's 1978 analysis of specific program
shortcomings was the general witness camplaint that promises were not

always kept. However, the Comittee believed that the Memorandun of

Understanding, instituted in July 1977, would eliminate

misrepresentation and urmet expectations.

The Cammittee conducted a second Witness
19

Survey as part of the 1978

and these data, when campared w:Lth similar questionnaire
items from the first sam\ple '

assessment,
document significant gains in witness
satisfaction. The camparisons of interest are presented below, with
percentages of affirmative replies to each item in surveys 1 and 2,
respectively.

O 2Adequacy of protective measures? (66,81)

O Encountering of avoidable problems? (61,55)

O Worthwhileness of Program? (90,90)

© Re-entry into Program given current knowledge? (59,70)
More detailed comparisons than these are not possible due to differences
in charcteristics of the samples in surveys 1 and 2, in the questions,

response rate, and the Survey procedures followed.

The third research effort was carried out by Senate staff and

e a— —————" N o+
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The data collection methods included personal interviews with 57
relocated witnesses, 36 prisoner-protected witnesses, 16 WITSEC
Marshals, 18 Department of Justice and five B\jrreau of Prisons officials,
and 13 non-goverrmental but knowledgeable individuals. Additionally, 43
surveys were conducted with U.S. attorneys, strike force attorneys, and
other agents, and 148 surveys were mailed to relocated witnesses.20
Several problem areas emerged f1-'<:m t1:1is survey, echoing the findings
fram the previous studies. Although a number of procedural and
methodological difficulties cast doubt on the data obtained from the
witnesses, it is important to discuss these problems since they
underscore éeneral research obstacles inherent in studying protected
witnesses.

Perhaps the doubts about the reliability of the data collected fram
the witnesses result from the Marshals' pre_sené:e while the witnesses'
campleted the survey; in addition, the Marshals were responsible for
returning the questionnaires to Senate staff. The potential biases
introduced by this procedure are numercus. Further, a coding system to
guarantee security (while permitting the identification of witnesses for
possible personal interviews later) was not used. These methodological
shortcomings should be kept in mind during discussions of the
substantive findings from the 1980 study.

The central problems encountered by a sample of protected
witnesses, emumerated for the hearings, ipclyuded the following:

o Lack of coordination among Federal, and between
state and Federal agencies.

o Funding, staff, and personnel training deficiencies

© Lack of attention to the individual in dealing with witnesses
and their complaints

31
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0 Innaccurate or false promises made to witnesses

O Security breaches
© Incomplete documentation and exrploynegt assistance

O Negative impacts of the Program on non-—witnesses.21

Administrative Practices

-

Specific testimony was elicited on the effects of these operational

problems on the two major categories of witnesses: Relocated and

prisoner-protected witnesses.

Relocated witnesses, the larger of the two subgroups, reported same

improvements in services. In particular, 39% of those witnesses
surveyed reported that they or family members had experienced avoidable %

prablems, down from 55% in 1978. Further, 73% responded that they would

re-enter the Program given their current smte of knowledge, up from the
earlier 70% figure. The Senate staff investigation report noted that

these gains may have been the result of the improved accuracy of

information conveyed to prospective witnesses. While the Memorandum has

been credited with reducing misinformation, the psychological conditicn

of same witnesses when they sign this agreement, and the fact that
witnesses are not permitted a copy of the signed document, creates
persistent difficulties in this area.

Staffing and funding problems are universal; they plague this

Program as they do most others. Coordinating the agencies involved is a
large task since roughly 65% of the persomnel involved with the Program

are not directly under WITSEC authority.

Security problems were noted often during the 1980 hearings.

22
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Although training of WITSEC specialists has alleviated most security
breaches, instances still occur which place the witness and family in
danger. Breaches which may reveal the witnes;; true identity may
originate in offhand remarks by inexperienced Marshals in the presence
of strangers, or may stem fram inadequate attention to the movement of
witnesses and their possessions. Many of these errors occur as a result
of insufficient funding, :Lnadequate tralm.ng of Marshals, or both.

Closely related to security is a service that has care to sighify
the Program's success or failure: the provision of credible
documentation. In addition to receiving a Social Security card,
witnesses obta_m a driver's license and birth certificate. Delays in
the production of Social Security cards have diminished (from 6 months- %
1 year to 3 months on the average), although documentation scmetimes |
remains a problem. For example, same stateg.vréfuse to cooperate with

22 Documentation difficulties

the Marshals in providing these documents.
often campound prablems, forcing U.S. Marshals to explain the need for
special procedures to prospective employers and credit lenders. The
inadequacy of supportive background data also affects employment-seeking
efforts, prolongs the reliance on government assistance, and increases
witness tension. The staff report notes that the degree of impact of
these'problems on relocated witnesses is a function of witness traits
and characteristics, and organized crime affiliation. It may be that
"veteran" organized crime figures fram La Cosa Nostra present adjustment
problems quite distinct from those experienced by newer members in
prison gangs or narcotics enterprises. U‘ntia. reséarch links these
variables with the expectations that different organized crime witnesses
may have about the Program and their likely success in adjusting to new
ways of life, our views will continue to be impressionistic.

)
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Numerous problems face the second category of protected witnesses,

Prisoner-witnesses, whose difficulties "...are just as, if not more ,
severe than those of relocated witnesses."ZB/Because admissions of
pPrisoner-witnesses are on the rise, the difficulties that this group
experiences may increase the need for enmpirical research on this

population. The 1980 report jdentified three major problem areas:

© Misrepresentation of Program services

O Restrictive conditions of confinement

© Fear of discovery (through prison "grapevines")
As with reiocated witnesses, prisoner-protected witnesses often enter
the program with false expectations of release, parole, and
accamodations of requests to be near their families. Unique to the
prison group, however, are the restrictions of confinement in special
protective custody units. These units are.sections of the Institutions
set aside exclusively for witnesses in organized crime cases who must
serve out prison sentences prior to their release and entry into the
relocation program. The terms of such confinement may affect the
witness' willingness to testify, or the witness' memory and credibility
during testimony. Same witnessess show considerable distress and
anxiety when asked by BOP to move into a general prison population.
Althoggh witnesses camplain that they do "harder time" in these custody

units » the prospect of a transfer into the general population often

elicits even great resistance. Witnesses view the move with uncertainty

and fear that security in state or Federal institutions is impossible to
maintain. In scme cases, these reactions are based on argurents of

convenience as when witnesses wish to remain in institutions in which
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they feel they can exert control, or in which they can remain close to
friends and fanily. In other cases, the expressed fears are valid. ‘
Because the effort to transfer witnesses mio general population may
occur following campletion of testimony, this may unintentionally
instill a feeling of abandonment, particularly since witnesses no longer
feel part of an organized crime group, and no longer perceive themselves
to be part of the govemvent's""‘ceafn." The speed and efficiency of
prison grapevines may produce a "ripple effect" on those witnesses who
are aware of the transfer policy and who still are in the process of

testifying. 2t

Benefit and Cost Analysis

The campeting benefits and costs are qulte difficult to work into
a simple equation calculating the effectiveness of this program. Recent
statistics from the ORO reveal that from March 1979 to March 1980
testimony by 398 witnmesses has resulted in 1,323 indictments, 826
convictions, and only 79 acquittals. Interpreted as econamic benefits,
testimony by protected witnesses has assisted the government in

incarcerating significant organized crime figqures whose criminal

‘activities defraud the public out of billions of dollars annually.25

These results also indicate that the Program enables law enforcement
to obtain information on many organized ¢rime operations where access
has been virtually impossible due to insulation of key figures;
successful prosecutions re:'mforée the message that "no cne is above the

law."

Many, however, feel that these benefits are achieved at substantial

are not easily dismissed.

s/

economic and social costs. Recent annual cost-per-witness estimates

2¢€

exceeded $16,000°". ' Less tangible costs to society, such as reports of
e

crimes coamnitted by relocated witnesses raise a host of concerns that

27 These include the thorny dilemma ovex

whether to notify local enforcement authorities in the witness' new

hare as to the presence of the witness, his new identity, and his prior

record and the controversy over employing and protecting criminals as a

means of catching other criminals.

Inplications of the Review of Studies on the Program

This review of examinations of the Witness Security Program has
highlighted ongoing and inherent difficulties as well as the glaring
absence of any systematic collection of data-on the Program and its
participants. Iack of research is not the result of a disinterest or
scarcity of topics worth pursuing. There are several intriguing
research topics presented by this analysis of the Program, many of which
involve questions traditionally studied by psychologists. A preliminary
attempt to map out research areas most applicable to the interests of

those concerned with witness protection is presented in Table 1.

Insert Table 1.
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Table 1.

Questions Posed by the Prgtection
of Organized Crime Witnesses

Predictable motivations of.
those becaming Protected
Withesses?

Techniques of inducing and
ensuring witnesses' resolve
to testify?

Impact of Program
policies following
testimony and during
readjustment to
protected status

Relevant Topics from
Psychology

o Theories of motivation

o0 Elements of risk in
decision-making

O Personality theories

0O Persuasion and
Attitude change

0 Prosocial behavior

-0 Detection of

deception
o Impression formation

o Self--disclosure

O Persuasion, attitude
change theories

0 Prosocial behavior

o Detection of deception,
impression formation

o Tolerance for ambiggity,
stress, and uncertainty

o Attribution of
responsibility

,-
The findings from numerous psychological research studies are

relevant to "turning” potential Witnesses, to the adjustments protected

witnesses face in moving fram criminal to nonchmJ.nal and to the
Program S operating policies directly affecting witnesses. However, the
degree of fit between the psychologlcal research findings and the
general topic of witness protection cannot be assumed, but rather must
be demonstrated through direct study At this point, though, it may be
useful to discuss same general examples of the utility of a
psychological perspective as a way of alerting the reader to the
direction this paper takes,

Broadly speaking, witnesses who testify against organized crime
figures embark on a course of action which is smultaneously risky and
distasteful. That is, the threat of retallatlon is both a real and
present danger for most witnesses, while at- the same time, the process
of testifying for the government may result in a label of informant.
Many witnesses reach this difficult decision to testify through a series
of interactions with enforcement: officials, the objective of which is

the "turning" of campliant as well as resistant individuals into

witnesses for the govermment. This exchange process is a camplex one,

often requiring officials to sift through skillfully constructed layers
of deception. This must be done with the awareness that such actions
may stimulate witnesses to became more resistant to the idea of
Cooperation; and as a Cansequence, more convinced not to allow officials
to penetrate their true motivations and feelings. Canpllcat.mg the
exchange process between potential witness and enforcement official are
a host of concerns the witness may be reflecting upon. There may be
substantial anchors which are holding the potential witness back. The

4;:
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0.C. participant may be thinking about the betrayal of close asscociates,
the code of silence against informing, upheaval that the provision of
information to the government will bring abo:t

Tﬁe important question is whether psycholegy can provide useful
insights into this process. BAbsent specific research on protected
witnesses that may be used to address this question directly, we might
draw fram a host of research s{:udieé on impression formation and
management, persuasion and attitude change techniques, and attribution
of responsibility, in re-casting the above process ints psychological
concepts,

Self—:zmage is an important determinant of behavior. Unpredictable ;
events over vhich we have no control, as well as forced personal
decisions in which we play same role, may produce an imbalance or
dissonant condition arising from the clash.bei;ween self-image and chosen
courses of action. To the extent that such imbalance is unpleasant and
psychologica’ly tension-producing, efforts may be launched to re-align
the contradictory elements to achieve consonance. What is instructive
is the posturing mechanisms engaged in by both the witness and
enforcement official, as each seeks to attain a desirable outcome while
projecting a consistent image to the other person.

One option open to the witness is to conclude that his former view
of his self-esteem was inflated and thus, that his decision to turn on
former "colleagues" is an accurate reflection of his true (and
undesirable) nature, ZAnother route to achieving balance is the addition
of beliefs which support the chosen course of action to testify. For
example, the witness may conclude that the decision was not his alone,

and that it was forced upon him by others. This may enable the witness

Y9

] : n 4
to infer that he is "not such a bad person" after all, since he had no

control ove i i isi
r the events, Or, the witness could view the decision as a

means to repairing his damaged self-esteem bY exerting power over

enforcement officials. The example below may demonstrate these points:

A very successful "paperhanger", an expert in
securities market and well-acqua'iinted i gioolen

crime figures, had been arrested and
Southeast. Officials in a Northeastern State so

A key pcint is that regardless of the mechanism to resolve the

dissonance, the witness may eérerge with an &nhanced or diminished

self-concept, and these attitudes may pose problems during the

adjustment process either in relocation or in prison. The following
sections in this Paper discuss the research method and results from a

study designed to collect data on the dynamics involved in "turning"

potential witnesses, and the application of pscyhological research to

the process of handling witnesses once Protection is initiated.
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IV. SUBJECT SELECTION AND RESEARCH PR(x}E‘.DURE29

The adopted research approach and subjectg selected for study were
the products of thirteeen months of negotiation and planning, in close
coordination with Department of Justice officials. From the outset, the
camplexity and sensitive nature of protecting organized crime witnesses
presented a variety of major cbstacles to this research effort. In
various guises, these methodological problems have been confronted by
organized crime researchers studying other areas (Cressey, 1967). In
the present instance, the problems were exacerbated since the witnesses
themselves were the direct cbject of study. Security restrictions on
access to certain witnesses, cost consideraticns, difficulties with
anonymity and confidentiality procedures, as well as concerns over the
potential collection of legally sensitive material, led to the following
subject pool and research method.

Subjects and Research Procedures

Prior hearings by the U.S. Senate had identified two basic witness
populations, prisoner- and relocated witnesses. Both shared adjustment
difficulties, but each also faced distinct and significant experiences.
The decision to focus this first feasibility effort on prisoner-
protected witnesses was guided by the desire to learn about any
similarities and differences in the two groups, and to provide empirical
data on traits of prisoner-protected witnesses. This group currently
camprises 50% of the mumber of witnesses admitted; as a result of
increasing Federal efforts to intensify énforcarent attention on

narcotics organizations, the size of this group will most likely grow. |
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This is the case because there is the increased liklihood that
cooperating witnesses will themselves be crmunally involved, and that

conviction and incarceration in Protective custody units will precede

relocation.

The decision to interview Prisoner-witnesses was also motivated by
the lessons learned from prior research attempts, which showed that
face~to-face interviews were neeeded with this respondent group. This
survey technique could be accamplished at relatively low cost by
interviewing in prisons with units housing protectad witnesses,

The researcher initially accampanied Department of Justice

officials on their regularly-scheduled site visits to the institutions.

(Subsequent visits were made alone.) Interested Prisoner-subjects

signed up for research interviews using only the1r Bureau of Prisons

identificaticn nutber, and were assigned a research code number by

prison officials. Staff and witnesses were instructed not to use real

hames or aliases and not to discuss any background or specific
information that might reveal the witness' true identity.
Each witness was interviewed privately and individually,

without

the presence of any government official; each interview lasted three

hours,

Data Sources

The 16-page survey instrument probed the areas of: (1) prior

organized criminal history and background data, (2) factors motivating

the provisior of information and entrance into the Program, and (3) the

witnesses' assessments of the decision to testify, their attitudes

toward the Witness Security Program, and their current

32
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self-perceptions. In addition, the Adjective Check List was selected,
following a review of personality assessment scales, to assist in
gathering personality-trait data. ' 7

To supplement the interview and personality scale data, several

items from files on these witnesses were dbtained, as shown in Table 2.

Insert Table 2.

All of the data were coded according to a manual and booklet
developed épec:ifically for this study30 and following the described

classification scheme: Psychological Profiles and Data, Demographic

Characteristics, Organized Crime Involvement, Assessment of Threat, Case

Information/Witness Testimony, and Relocation Data.

33
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Table 2

File Data on Protected Witnesses Grouged According to Coding

Categories and Source

Demographic

TYPE OF INFORMATTON

Psycholbgicai

Organized Crime
Involvement,

Witness Threat,

Case/Relocation Data

Presentence
Investigation

Bureau of Prisons
Progress Reports

Office of Enforce-
ment Operations

Probation/Parole
Reports

Bureau of Prisons
Psychologicals

Bureau of Prisons
Evaluations

Bureau of Prisons
Clinical Interviews

Bureau of Prisons™
Progress Reprots

U.S. Marshals
Evaluations

Federal Correcti ona1'
Consulting Forms

Presentence Investigation
Reports

Memoranda, Physicians'
Reports, letters

Office of Enforce-~
ment Operations

Threat Assessments

Y

. Sponsoring Attorneys' g

memoranda
Presentence Reports

Probation/Parole
Hearing reports

i 34
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V. RESULTS AND CASE STUDIES

The specific findings are presented in the following sequence:
Attitudinal data on the Witness Security Pro@ram, Individual
Differences, Structural Factors, and Psychological Attributes. The last
section is a discussion of the development of an empirically-based

typology of priscner-witnesses, and suggested protocols for handling

such individuals.
Attitudinal Data on the Protection Program

As discussed in the review of prior research, several of the
problem areas identified through Senate hearing have been remedied. \
Sare of the interview responses collected here bear on these and other

concerns and reflect both negative and pos:ifive attitudes. Selected

items are presented in Table 3.

Insert Table 3

One key issue concerns the effects of Program involvement upon
the delivery of credible testimony during trial; memory and recall do
not seem to b2 a problem for this sample.
| A major problem, however, appears to be the scheduling of visitors

(family and frienas) and the security problems this may pose. Nearly
80% report recieving no visitors, and 73% claim not to have seen family
visitors since incarceration at the institution where interviewed. This
finding may be related to the fact that 66% of the families of these

. 35
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Table 3

Prisoner-Protected Witnesses' Responses to Interview Questions
Relating to Treatment Received While irrthe Security Program

How much, if at all, does your being a protected witness affect
your ability to remember events or persons about which you are to

testify or have testified. Is your ability affected alot, a little,
or not at all?

a. No adverse effect upon memory or recall 55%
b. Slight adverse effect upon memory or recall — 15%
C. Significant adverse effect 12%

Prior to entering the Witness Protection Program, what, if anything,
had you heard about it? ‘

a. No prior knowledge 58%
b. Scant prior knowledge 34%
C. Moderate and extensive prior knowledge 8%

What does "Witness Protection" mean to you?

a. Physical security for self 45%
b. Physical security for family . 10%
C. Psychological considerations 17%

d. Conbination of physical and psychological 143

How do you feel now about your decision to discuss your knowledge of
organized crime with govermment authorities?

a. Extreme regret, losses exceed gains 42%
b. Some regret ‘- 16%
C. Mixed feelings, both losses and gains 29%
d. No regrets, gains exceed losses 138

How does your current treatment while in the Program campare with
your expectations and with what you were told to expect?

a. No differences 24%
b. Treatment has not matched expectations 47%
C. Mixture of expectations met and not met 18%
d. Loss of faith in the Program 8%
€. Treatment has lived up to expectations 3%
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Table 3 ~ Continued

How do you think organized crime has been affected, if at all, by

your decision to provide information? e

a. Little or no effect

b. Moderate disrupticn of the organization
c. ILong-term disruption of the organization
d. Significant leaders incarcerated

e. Organization destroyed

How do you think organized crime has been affected, if at all, by

others' decisions to provide information?

a. Little or no effect .
b. Moderate disruption of the organization
c. Long-term disruption

d. Leaders incarcerated

e. Organization destroyed

Do you feel that those you testified against are better, worse off,

or in the same circumstances as you?

a. Defendant(s) worse off compared with witness
b. Witness is worse off than defendant(s)

c. Defendant and witness in equal circumstances
d. Other i

Have you ever felt umprotected or unsafe?

a. Never felt unsafe

b. Felt unsafe due to actions by Program
officials, for those indicating problems

c. Felt unsafe dque to actions by Bureau of
Prisons officials, for those indicating
problems

d. Felt unsafe, due to ability of criminal
organization for pursuit

21%
13%
13%
37%
16%

62%
8%
8%

15%
8%

25%
53%

6%
17%

53%

21%

12%

15%
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prisoners are not in the Witness Security Program, thus complicating the

movement of these family members. However, these claims by witnesses

P
must be interpreted in light of the personality trait data indicating a
preference for distant interpersonal relationships.

‘ More related to the prisoners' daily routine was a series of
questions dealing with the delivery of services. Using a four-point
scale in which the low end reﬁreser{ts unsatisfactory service, witnesses
rated the quality of food (x = 1.2), mail delivery (x = 1.6), phone
usage (x = 1.8), treatment by correctional staff (x = 1.7), and
perceived treatment upon campletion of testimony (X = 1.3). Less
structured items measuring the quality of the environment in the unit
present a picture of pettiness and a climate of rumor-mongering. . ‘\

...S0 many pecple, so much time on their hands. The
frustration level is high. Can you imagine 40 years

on a floor [that measures] 140' by 160*2 {305)

There are petty camparisons about whose case is better. (303)
It's not a matter of good or bad...talk is the thing to do...
conversation is basic part of of society...Little things
became important and the tension level depends on who's here. (101)
SThere is constant snitching...I try not to get involved, so the
tension is not mine. Certain people are rumor mongers...it's
worse than 'Peyton Place.' (402)

This is the bottom of the barrel...if we can't make it here,

and get along, how will we make it in society? Here, it's
easier to belittle others than it is to say 'he's ok'...(208)

A series of items sought to assess witnesses' prior knowledge and
expectations. When asked to detail what they anticipated upon entrance
into the Program, 24% listed security, 18% discussed the chance for a

new start in life, and 6% mentioned the opportunity for reduced

sentences,

s
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In contrast to more current attitudes about treatment received
since entering the Program, the data reveal that 64% of those
interviewed report having thought about changing their minds about the
decision to cooperate; of those persons, most report this feeling
occurring within one year of their admission into the Program. One
Ccomon reason offerred for continued cooperation is the perception that
no options or alternatives were available, and that witnesses feel
labeled and trapped into adhering to the course of action (47%) .

The FBI put me here. I had to come. I had no choice. (210)
Others offered the explanation that they didn't fully want to change

their decision, but that these thoughts raised their anxiety level.

Data on the camparison between expectations and current attitudes ‘!}i
are also presented in Table 3. Of those listi:ng significant losses as a
result of having entered into protection, 30% include psychological
deprivation, 35% report isolation fram family and physical restrictions,
and 5% cite loss of self-respect. The logical follow-up question,
whether witnesses would encourage others to take a similar course if
desiring to break fram a pattern of organized crime activities, shows
that nearly two-thirds report that they would not. Of the remainder,
the most frecuent response Qas that the decision would depend on the
situation anc person involved, on improvements in the Program, and that
to persuade cthers, logic and reason would be more effective under some
circumstances, while fear-arousing persuasive tactics would be more
potent in othe.rsv. Of course, the important aim is to attempt to match
tactics with witnesses' personality traits. |

Several questions probed the witnesses' feelings of security.

Sixty percent report still traveling to testify, and nearly two-thirds

39

of those indicate feeling insecure or very insecure enroute to trials.
Survey items relating to general security and’protection provisions
presént a different picture. Over half of the respondents report having
never felt unsafe since their involvement with the Program, despite the
finding that 95% claim that other witnesses or individuals know their
whereabouts (either as a result of the prison "grapevine" or the
criminal organization's effectiveness.) As a specific measure of
current feelings os security, responses collected through a five-

point scale reveal an average rating o.f 2.1 (where 5 represents very
secure}. Viewed still another way, 61% §elected the categories "secure"
and "very secure" in describing their current feelings on security
precautions, while only 36% placed themselves at the "insecure" or "very %‘

insecure” end of the scale.
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' .. ' . Selected Den raphic Characteristi f the Sample :
: A. Individual Differences jof Prisggci-Prgt:ected wiirisii ° ® ;
~ , Nunbe i
‘ As presented in Table 4, this all-male sample of 41 prisoner- Percentage N Mean /
' . 7 = age of : !
[ witnesses ranges in age fram 24 to 58 (X = 37.6 yrs.), has an averag SeX ale 100 a |
_ . . Femal 0 0
10.4 years of education, is most likely to be white, and raised emale 3
Race: H
o i t i 67 2 j
Catholic. Characteristics of the developmental family show that mos grlizi .o 13 |
‘ - . s . . . Other 7 5 i
| (55%) of the sample was raised in intact families, in which witnesses e .y |
i . itnesses ' 18 to 23 years 5 2 ) »
were likely to have one brother and two sisters. Many of the wi 2B ge;r s 3 2 :_
) : 30 to 35 year 22 8 ;
[ (44%) are married, few(10%) report having never married, and the sample 36 to 41 years 35 16 f
42 years and older 24 9 :
- revealed few second marriages. Several descriptions provided by Religion:
Protestant 19 3
. witnesses depicting their backgrounds prior to incarceration are ; Toolde i :
! y Jewish lg %.
presented below: iﬂ Missing from sample 61 25
Education: - ‘ 10.4
f y I didn't care g o gzyws ég ' zg
joy the taste of easy maney. ; to 12 years
I wazt:g toegjcy All T wanted was money. I bought mt.:o 13 years and beyond 18 6
legitimate businesses, and one—a car battery factory--did Legitimate Occupation:
well. I lived very well. (201) Hp::;th/&/iuca!‘-i?ntr . S5 2
gers/Administrators
I was on a self-destructive path...years ofBSJ‘i‘t)lgS' being ggmﬁ:kers " 3
crazy. Had no idea of what I was doing. ?\sg:cives ‘ 6 2
pPort cperatives 8 3
I lived comfortably. Averaging $2000/week. I would be ﬁ:r;f,ﬁagers 23 ?
advanced money; after the trip [witness was a fisherman Service Workers 12 P
working with a narcotics smuggling crew], I got $20,000- No legitimate employment 19 8
%50,000. I had a suite in a high-rise building, and owned Arrest/Convictions:
a truck and camper. But follbasmally wasted money-spent it Age First Juveniie Arrest 19 14.5
. Age First Juvenile
on drugs and pleasure. (101) Conviction . 19 14.9
My neighborhood was like "West Side Story." I witnessed mégrl\vawmle 26 2.2
discrimination and gang violence. We were being neglected. None 42
I finished high school and college. I tock my family to o or more 3
museurs. My son was in a private school. (203) Prior Adult Arrests 0.5
. es First Adult i
[I lived]...the street life, good life. Well-off family. Agflcnvi:;tion 20.5 ’
Never wanted for anything. [My parents] tried their best Number Prior Convictions 40 5.1 ;
to raise me co ”Y-- .by rights I shouldn't be here... Prior Incarcerations 39 3.3 !
no broken hame or anything... !
I was 18 years old...had $10,000 wardrobe and spent $60-70 42 |
per week on cleaner bills. Clothes and drugs were important ‘
to me. Annually, I made about $100,000. (402)
o Insert Table 4 here t
T 41
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variation of occupations, and an average 1m1§Ph of employment of 46

months for those having been employed. The range in employment is

demonstrated by the excerpts below:

i for
i ked for [deleted] company, of [deleted] City. -
ggb;{]licgsw;zars. Thereafter, he was self-employed, gpea;aLm% a
u dry-cleaning store. In 1971, he bought a farm consisting o

about 300 acres... (PSI,-117)%

i i lerk

ject worked part-time during 1964 to 19?0, as a c ,
igbo'c]:ligoywomd ugholsterer trainee, and sanitation aide. S
197 , he has been employed as a leather craftsman and artisan.

(402).

-

and hospitalization for psychological disprders.

leading choices (427, 397, 397, respectively).

father. For example:

|

f witness, age 61, is currently in custoc_ly on
g?rt:irdggr& kidnappaging and murder charges relating to tlcile
death of [deleted], a labor figure. He also he.ts attaine
the reputation as one of the most prominent crime figures )
in the [deleted] area...and has been implicated in the bombhlngs
of several local restaurants, comected by the fact that they
were involved with labor disputes with the local (deleted] 203
while the deceased was Secretary Treasurer of that union. (303)

S
N
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} | Data collected on past legitimate employment reveal a wide

In fact, one witness whose criminal occupation was contract murder, also
reported having been legitimately employed as an pest exterminator.
Health-related data indicate only wmild physical disabilities; the
file and interview data show a virtual absenf:e of diagnosis, treatment,
In describing general
and specific drug usage, nearly one-third of the respondents report both

past and present drug use, with marijuana, opiate, and cocaine use the

Data were gathered on the extent of criminal involvement of family
members as well as witnesses. Only 357 of the sample reveal criminal
involvement by family members, most frequently involving robbery,

. . '
narcotics, and racketeering offenses committed by the witnesses

To quote from another interview:

My father was the ’kingpin of the [deleted] area, moving heroin
from [deleted] to [deleted]. When he was paroled, I became
involved in these activities as a mule for his organization... (302)

The pattern of witnesses' early criminal behavior is quite varied,
begimming on the average at age 15: the total number of juvenile
convictions ranges from 0 to 19. Typically, these witnesses were likely
to have first been convicted as adults by age 21, arrested 10.5 times
and convicted 5 times prior to entrance into the Program. However, the
variability in these data is great: the mumber of prior arrests range
from 0-30 and prior convictions from 0-15,

N
Consistent with general disposition trends for convicted offenders

the average mmber of prior incarcerations (3.3) of these protected
witnesses falls markedly below their average‘ nmumber of arrests (10.5).
Of those specific offenses for which the ;sanple was convicted one or
more times, we find, in descending order of frequency, RICO and
conspiracy offenses, (36%), armed robbery (34%), aggravated assault
(3472), burglary-dwelling (33%), fraud (31%), weapons (297), and
narcotics-heroin (237).

It may be instructive to pause at this point to discuss several
points raised by these demographic data. In many respects, this sample
of prisoner-witnesses is not unusual, particularly in child-rearing,

educational level, and employment areas. If one's objective is simply

to construct a criminological theory explaining the behavior pattemns of
and subsequent defection by these organized crime witnesses, these data
do not allow such explanations based solely on role interactions within

the developmental family. Many of these witnesses were likely to have

(;5\
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N
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been raised in well-socialized families, in which both mother and father
were available as role models. One inferjenceffrcm these data is that
these witnesses possess the capacity for successful adjustment and
untroubled interpersonal relationships. That these individuals often
did not capitalize on this potential is clear from the early onset of
criminal activities ,. and the specific offenses engaged in. This point,
however, must be tempered with -the‘ I:ecognition that the data and
observations drawn from official criminal records and self-report
histories are somewhat suspect. For example, oné witness responded:

I lived a fairly comfortable life...a medium-income person,

[who] enjoys life. [I've] been in prison before, and was

enjoying the neighborhood, kids, being outside, and generally

enjoying peace and nature. (209) ‘
By implication, it is the involvement with the Program that has \‘3
curtailed all these pleasures.

Upon examining these demographic data .for insights on the
adjustments facing protected witnesses and the potential for x;ecidivism,
the frequency of rearrests leads to the speculation that recidivism
likihood is quite strong and successful adjustment chances quite low.
However, predictions of recidivism among protected witnesses must
consider the influenc;e of the difficult adjustments these individuals
experience, the effects of the type of organized crime activities they
have left behind, and the particular personality traits they possess.
Given the recent Congressional push to include predictions about the
witness' stability and potential for recidivism as an element of the
admission process, the contribution of personality-trait data and other
measures, when added to offense histories will assist officials in
making predictions about potential witnesses seeking protection. Data
such as these are reported in the next sections.

1e
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B. Structual Factors

—
The major results in this section are presented in Table 5.

———_--————...---—---——-.-—---——_—-—_—_—--_-————-—- - e - — -
- - - v - - - - —

on organized crime group affiliation reveal that this sample of
witnesses had significant ties to La Cosa Nostra, large-scale narcotics
trafficking rings, white-collar crime organizations, and Black
Guerrillas, among others. The groups represented are characterized as
exerting regional(35%7), state-wide(28%) » national and international(30%) ,
influences. On the question of length of time in organized criminal
activities, file data (X = 35.4 months) differ from the interviéw
responses (x = 94.5 months). Because there Were fewer entries in the
file data, the figure based on the interview responses may be more
reliable,

Witnesses' perceptions of the structure and functions of organized
crime were elicted, and given the predominance of La Cosa Nostra,
white-collar crime organizations, and narcotics rings in this sample, it
is not surprising that their definitions stressed the themes of
structure (64%), violence (26%), and discipline (267), while corruption
(237), sophistication (23%) » and legitimate business involvement (237)
were cited less frequently. Selected examples from the interviews

underscore this point:

The Mexican Mafia gets their man, at all costs. Even if th
lose their life, it is subordinate to the goals of the grougy
especially if the person is a "snitch’.., (302)
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Govermment had me [listed] as a gang, leader.. .there was no leader...

we all had jobs. If any one person said it didn't feel right,
we didn't do it. (402)

Table 5 “ ,

Percent Distribution of Prisoner Witnesses' Organized Crime Group .
Affiliation, Rank in Group, Convicted Offenses, and Crimes Leading to

\ Protection Needs |

N » 3 » . /- . -
! This is an organized guerrilla movement. Not movtivated for money,
Percentage (Number) n' Not for extortion. Not to better our position financially. We
ioed il are a sophisticated foreign government espionage system. A
Organ rim 1) 1
Affiliation , - .| cause.' (203)
None }
La Cosa Nostra 17 7. Organized crime is a tight bunch of people helping one another.
}ng t:leust;zf bi‘zmha g %j If it [the assigmment] had to do with us, if it would affect
DmiganMafia 2 1 business, I'd do it.. .steal, shoot out [competitor's] windows,
Bikers - 5 2 break legs...They [leaders] acted like godfathers. . .organized
Do g 3 tatocs. ~(3)
Union/Labor-related 2 1 . . .
i on/Labor-re 13 5 [FALN] is quite clandestine in nature; for example, when members
Narcotics Rings 17 7 who do not already know each other gather, they wear masks to avoid
ﬁnéoiggzery Crews g % the possibility of later recognition. (203-File)
Othe 10 4 . . . R .
* In addition to these characterizations of organized crime, other
Rank Iineade&%fficial 24 sz 9 witnesses associated hostile motives and negative consequences with )
Member 38 14 . .
Associate ﬁ 12 the organized crime ''label:" 31
No rank
Organized crime is bullshit. It is a nebulous loose knit group
Organized Criminal Activity 40 of predators inflicting their...will-almost in a barter system.
Bank szbbery %8 R g A loose knit group of idiots. The Fratianno book is a lie. You
R“grdzgegiug 13 5 don't see them with any great funds...Organized crime is a label
Homicide 7 3 to get RICO socked to you... (303-Interview)
Robbery-other 7 3
Arson 7 3
Burglary 5 2 . . . . . .y
Interstate Transp./ Along with organized crime involvement and perceived attributes of
Stolen Property 3 1
g"dngggin“é"' laundering 2 1 organized crime, Table 5 summarizes the predominant criminal activities
Other 14 5
Associated with 4 | engaged in by this sample of witnesses. These activities can be
Pmmﬁgrtlc'xclig:e e 35 W categorized as investing in legal and illegal ventures (67), engaging in
Narcotics 17 7
g:g:e Egzgeuré 12 g grey market activities (87) and black market activities (247), and
Non, 5 2 . e .. .
Others-Conbined 25 10 providing criminal support services (54%).
Offense cted i Although many of the sample group were generally involved in bank
Armed Robbery 24 - 10 . .
EZ';“"“?E g g robbery, narcotics, and racketeering, the criminal activities that led
cotics
ﬁg‘fﬁ?ﬁf’"ﬁi&, > 2, most directly to the institution of govermment protection were quite
ITSP 6 2;
AF::;d Arson g %: different. Essentially, homicide assumes a greater role, while Bank o
Congpiracy 5 2!
Sex 2 1;
Firearms 2 1l
Other 10 l.{ .
47 o
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Robbery and Racketeering diminish in importance.

Turning to the data on convicted offense, plea, and sentence
received, there was a predominance of armed Igbbery, narcotics, and
homicide charges. Almost one~third of the witnesses were not convicted
on a second count; of the 697 who were, the offenses were quite varied,
with armed robbery (137) and firearms violations (137%) accounting for
the highest percentages.

The data revealed that plea arrangements are frequent, as
demonstrated by a 70Z rate of guilty pleas to the primary offense. The
second most common disposition is through guilty verdicts resulting from
jury trlals Sentence data also reflect a process of negotiation. On

.
the first count of offense convicted, 767 received sentences on Federal

charges, 131 on state, and 117 received no sentence. Nearly half of the %
sample did not receive any sentence on the' second count although, as
noted above, nearly 707 were charged with second offenses.

Data on the type and length of incarceration indicate 457 are
serving concurrent sentences, 137 consecutive, and 397 are serving
simple sentences. Minimum lengths of incarceration range from 19 months
to life (x = 113 months), while maximm sentence lengths range from 36
months to life (x = 168.7). The average sentence lengths exclude those
serving life sentences.

The mmber of trials in which these witnesses testified range from
one to 15, with one-third having testified in two or more trials.
Because the interview and file data differ on the mmber of witnesses
involved in pending trials (327 versus 537 respéctively) , it is.quite
likely that the mean number of trials testified in (X = 1.4) is an

underestimate.

y
The vast majority of cases in which these witnesses testify involve
Federal charges (827), with homicide (297), narcotics (217), and
racketeering (167%) foremost among the defendanZS' criminal activities.
The mmber of defendants in those cases ranges from one to 25 (% = 7.4),
although a few cases appear to have skewed this figure (287 testified in
trials with 11 or more defendants). Nearly 707 of those defendants
testified against were charactex:iz;a.d‘in file data as primary organized
crime figures, central to the group's operation; 637 were pPrimarily
linked to witnesses through business associations, and 297 were more
distantly related (e.g. through prison or neighborhood contacts).

Disregarding for the moment the contradictory interview and file

data on the number of cases pending, these witnesses appear to have

contributed to guilty verdicts by trial juries in nearly half of the

cases. The remaining cases were resolved through guilty pleas (87) or

acquittals (57) . Some examples may illuminate the type of information
these witnesses provide:

Witnesses is providing extensive information about FAIN

_ cell
structgre, membership, and activities. He has assisted in
thwartlng plots as a result of his assistance in successful
prosecution and incarceration of 11 FALN members. (203-File)

virtually complete confessions from targets on the nature

and scope cf a racketeering enterprise. He has testified agai
and helped obtain the conviction of 14 defendants, incle ng

organized crime leaders, underlings, and sheriffs. (208-File)
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The case, which originally ended in a hung jury, involves

the murder of [deleted] on [deleted] at the Federal Correctional
Institution at [deleted]. This case is of extreme importance
because it will allow the operation of thie Mexican Mafia

to be fully ventilated. The case involved the contract

killing of an inmate by Mexican Mafia members due to

[this person's] past involvement with those individuals

and the Aryan Brotherhood. (302-File).

The data from official records were examined to determine whether
these witnesses have provided information or leads for other cases. For
this sample, nearly 507 have provided significant information for future
case development, primarily in the racketeering,‘narcotics, and homicide
areas. |

Data were also collected on specific reasons for witnesses'
cooperation, their decision to testify on the goverrment's behalf, and

indications of threat. These data are pPresented in Table 6.

--—-————-—--.—-—-._—--.-—-———-———-—-——-----—----.—'—_——_-—n——-—--—_——_——.

—-——-——-—-——_--——-——_-——--——--—-—--.——-———----—-—_-————_——-—-._-—--.—-.-‘«-—

Fear, a reduction in sentence facing the witness, and a combination of
several factors were offered with equal frequency as reasons for
cooperation with enforcement efforts. Somewhat more specific reasons
were obtained in response to the questionnaire item on the decision to
testify. This is not surprising, since the information on witness
cooperation was gathered exclusively fram file data. Fear, owing to the
fact that witnesses saw an associate killed or to other equally
compelling events, emerges as the most potent explanation. Family
pressures, the desire for a change in lifestyle, or more self-seeking
reasons, such as a reduction in sentence, or retaliation against former
organized crime associates appear with equal but rather low frequency,
It is interesting to compare these data.;dth.the identical question on
the witnesses' views as to why others decide to testify. The comparison

51

Percenp Distriputiqn of Reasons for Cooperation, Decision to
Testlfy, ;ndlcatlons of Threat, ang Perceiveqd Probability
of Retaliation for the Sample of PriéBner—Protected Witnesses

Reasons for Cooperation

‘Reduction in Sentence

Fear for Life :
Implicated by Others/No Choice
C;nbination of Reasans
Mlssing, NO reason, uncodable

Decision to Testify

Fear

Campelled, No Choice

Retéliation against Organization
Family-related reasaons

Reduction in Sentence

Change of Iife Sought
Carbination of Reasons

Missing, no reason

Threat Assessment

Organization hag violent reputation

Defendants have violent utatio
Pptential Witnesses killzg? silengéd
Witpess has received threats

Family has received threats
Defendants have discussed threats
Witness is in danger due to

Belief in Retaliation

Organization will not retaliate
Only indirect information an
retaliation by organization

Present during discussians

Present during acts

_Planped acts of retaliation

Carried out retaliation

Missing

Percentage

27
27
5.4
27
14

- o =
NWuguwon S
* L . . L]
OO IYWH

16

16
16
19
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reveals a greater tendency to attribute more personal motives e.g.,
| reduction in sentence (337), and fewer extermal justifications, such as
fear or family pressures, to the motives of c};thers.
Because fear and retaliation do not appear to be the dominant
choices one migh have predicted, the data were examined for

actual indications of threat posed to these witnesses, and the

witnesses' beliefs about the ab'ilit}; and likihood of their organization
or leaders to seek and inflict retaliation as a consequence of witness'
testimony. Indications of threat found in the file data centered on
r the violent reputation of the organization and the defendants' prior
’ reputation’for swift retribution. The receipt of threats by family
members, or the silencing or killing of potential witnesses are
cited less frequently, and reinforce the view that the perception of
power and violent tendencies is often as effective as the actual act
itself. Data which substantiate threat indications are found in a
series of probability estimates based on a 10-point scale, collected
from the file data and from witness interviews. The perceived
seriousness of the threat (x = 9.2), the likelihood of retaliation
efforts (x = 7.9), and the chances that those seeking the witness (x =
4.3) will be successful reinforce the need for protection. Further
support comes from the data on the formation of beliefs about the
retaliatory capability of their organization, as seen in Table 6. Thus,
the perception among these witmesses of the consequences of betraying

former organized crime associates is both real and informed.
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These data on structural factors - which include the variables of
organized crime group affiliation, position in group, criminal activity,’
reasons for cooperation, indications of thr;t, trials testified in, and
trial outcome - lead to several observations. First, the diversity in
the organized crime groups represented by this sample of
prisoner-witnesses suggests that the Witness Security Program
encompasses a broad spectrum ouf mciividuals. The wide diversity in the
witness population surfaced during the interview of one veteran
witness who had been incarcerated in several prison units and had also
experienc?d several relocations. He perceived a decline in the caliber
of witnesses currently in the Program, and stated that where once major
organized crime witnesses against the Mafia were accepted for protectior: .
and relocation, now the emphasis was on "nickel and dime" cases. His |
comments reflect the changing nature of o;gaﬁi.zed crime. In recent
years, law enforcement has shifted its focus to include traditional
organizations and diverse ethnic groups, prison gangs, and white collar
criminal organizations. Thus, officials dealing with protected witnesses
encounter diverse organizational goals, tactics, and witness behavior.
One implication of this variety in organized crime witnesses is that
greater coordination among Federal agencies is required to monitor the
mix of witnesses in protective custody units. This fact complicates the
movement and transfers of witnesses, as well as the daily interactions
within such units. For example, Bureau of Prisons must be cognizant of
the prevailing relaticm‘s among organized crime groups. The movement of
witnesses from one unit to another in a different p;rison may become
commonplace as increasing numbers of hostile factions within groups are
identified. Because specific justifications cammot be given to the

je
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witness involved, he may misread the transfers as abandonment by, or as
incompetence of the government. As word sprads, witnesses may become
resistant to such moves.

While this diversity poses problems for the agencies involved,
the presence in this sample of various organized crime groups presents
the opportunity to search for distinctions and similarities among the
structure of organized crime gr.oups;. when these data are related to the
data on witness attitudes and behaviors, investigators and prosecutors
are in a better position to plan procedures to handle witnesses already
in the Program, and to target potential 'Witnesses.

A second observation from examining these data in structural terms
is that the perception of organized crime expressed by these witnesses
is not simply an academic issue. While other _studies have pointed to
the futility of seeking to develop a universally-accepted definition of
organized crime (See Davis and Rogovin, 1983), the knowledge of
witnesses' beliefs about central traits of criminal organizations sheds
light on the types of expectations these persons hold for the behavior
of other, noncriminal organizations, including the Witness Program. For
example, the overriding importance of group structure, and the related
notions of cohesiveness, leadership, and commmication patterns within
groups could lead those who have just left crime organizatiors to expect
similar treatment by the system under which they must now operate.

There's no patriotism in organized crime, is there? I called

those I worked for [in the criminal organization] and asked for

help. Asked for $1000. I got $125. They showed no help.

Quoting later on from that same interview:

...[the] government gets you up to sea level, and the rest is

up to you...[the] help my family is getting [they are relocated]
is not adequate...next time, I'll relocate her myself...Il still
have enough friends in my fold to protect her. (304-Interview)

.
'él
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Another example of the importance of witnesses' views of organized crime
in shaping subsequent attitudes is the witnes; whose definition stresses
the collective opportunities, and the resulting ''connections' afforded
by criminal interactions. To the extent that past experience with the
fulfillment of promises made by organized crime associates produce a
similar expectation that the govermment will move with equal speed and
efficiency, witnesses may be bitterly disappointed and conclude, as one
witness did, that:

I felt that I had turned against people I had be. with

all my life...I felt T could have been treated better by

the govermment...(305~Interview)
In a similar vein, one witness formerly affiliated with La Cosa Nostra
interpreted the promise that "all will be taken care of"' quite
literally, and soon realized that decisions and actions take longer

in the goverrment bureaucracy:

...the worst thing I ever did, including crimes, was getting

involved with the Witness Program...You're told everything

will be taken care of, but you can't get an answer [regarding

his wife's relocation] up the line. (106-Interview)
Thus, statements and promises made by U.S. Attorneys, sponsoring
attorneys, and Program officials must be made with the realization that
witnesses attach heightened significance to words and deeds as a

function of their prior expectancies in dealing with "organizations."

Finally, these data on structure are revealing when examing tho

distinction between a witness' pattern of organized crime activity and -,

those specific crime(s) leading to the need for protection: Homicide
stands out in a comparison of the two offense distributions. For law
enfoxcement, some potential witnesses are vulnerable to conversion when

the witness is in transition from engaging in economic-related support
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services on behalf of a criminal organization, to a deeper involwement

requiring the physical elimination of potential competitors, witnesses,

—
or criminal cohorts perceived to have gone astray.

The organization was in the auto parts business, _anc}
engaged in arson for fun and profit as a way of intim-
idating business competitors; other means included
threats of physical injury. [One defendant in this case
had attempted to kill two goverrment witnesses...the
present witness was asked to kill a trial witness.]
304-File and Interview)

I had done it all...in prison, stabbed guards, takEI:l
hostages. Out of prison, prostituted myself to [climb]
up the ladder...weapons and jewelry robbe.a_ries, smuggled
automatic weapons out of military operations, narcotics...
’ Murder was around the corner...I didn't want to get

into that...(305-Interview)

C. Psychological Attributes

These data are drawn from the Adjective-Check List, the interview
and file data, from witnesses' explanations for their involvement with
organized crime, and their self-descriptions.

The Adjective Check List taps four broad personality components,
The scales are described in Table 7, and the data are shown in Table 8.
The standard scores reported here have been corverted from the raw data
by grouping each protocol according to established norms for the number
of items checked and grouped according to the respondent's sex.

The Modus Cperandi scales measure self-descriptions and typical modes of

behavior. As the mean scores for each of these scales indicate (Columns
&, ¢, and e), and as the frequencies reveal for those scale scores 4
falling below a standard of 40 or above 60 (Colums b and d), the

overall tendency was for responses below the norm. Witnesses generally
select fewer adjectives, and use fewer favorable adjectives to‘ describe

themselves. Person with these traits tend to exhibit erratic behavior, '

-feaf, hesitancy, and often deal with problems and obstacles in deviant,

contentious, and defensive ways.

Need scales tap a variety of personality traits; in this sample,
there were few variations from the normative score of 50. Order,
affiliation, abasement, succorance, and deference were scales with
significant departures below 50. Dominance, exhibition, and aggression
showed moderate elevation. Witnesses with this array of Need scale
scores seek quick and immediate gratification, and are easily redirected
or distracted from long-range goals. One witnesses ’corrmented on this
point during the interview:

Some of the Progfam ig problemmatic, partly because of the

type of people in it. ..they are too impatient. (208)
1e
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/ ; Table 7 - Continued
Table 7. Adjective Check List Description ;
o : Number of |
! Ramber of Contra- i
\ Number of Scale Indicative indicative !
Number of Contra- ! Designation Name Items Items ~ Description
Scale Indicative indicati¥e i | !
Designation  Name Icems Items Description Nur Nurturance 24 22 Measures tﬁ gzsire
' [ to engage -
MODUS OPERANDI haviors that provide
EEE——, . material or !
Number - - Raw score is tota emotional benefit to
No. Gkd Checked # items checked | others. 7
i
or 75 0 Assesses ; Aff Affiliation 34 0 Reflects the seeking
Fav MbeT e favorability | and maintaining of |
Items as a factor in | - mmerous personal
‘ personality ‘ freindships. :
f |
Number 75 0 Assesses negative Het Hetero-
bntav Unfavorable aspects of sexuality 20 12 Assesses the seeking
Items personality of and emotional
i ; satisfaction derived
Commmali 22 26 Reflects way re- from interactions
Com i spondent has dealt within opposite-gex
with check list; i {werE, :
i ) . helps to identify
random bogus proto- Exh Exhibicion 20 20 Retlects behavior
cols, cut-off point which isg designed to
i of 25 and below. elicit the immediate
Also measures attention of others.
typical way respon- 4
dent deals with Aut Autonomy 29 15 Measures the ability
problems. . to act independently
. of others or of
NEED SCALES . social values and |
NEED SCALES ) expectations. |
Ach Achievement 25 13 Reflects the “
striving to be out- Agg Aggression 21 23 Assesses behaviors |
standing in pursults that attack or hurt |
of socially : others. !
recognized |
significance. Cha Cheage 2% i€ k&flects the |
to seek novelty and |
Dominan 19 21 Reflects the avoid routine.
Dom ce activity to seek and
maintain a role as Suc Succorance 21 11 Measures the .
leader, to be influ- solicitation of |
ential and control- sympathy, affection |
ling in individual ' or emotional support |
relationships. from others. |
End Endurance 24 24 Measures the per- Aba Abasement 25 17 Reflects the expres-
sistence in any task sion of feeling of
undertaken. inferiority
self-cricicism,
1 guilt, or social
Ord Order 24 ‘16 Assesses the extent impotence.
to which neatness, '
organization, and Def Deference 19 25 Measures the ten~ '
planning in activi- dency to seek and
ties are emphasized. maintain subordinate
; roles in relation- A
Int Intraception 23 9 Measures the attempt ships with otherg.
to understand one's :
own behavior or 60 ; |
behavior of others. ‘ ‘
s :
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Table 7 - Contimued

Number of |
i Naber of Contra- ;
Scule Indicative indicative ‘
Designation Name Items Items Descriptions !
i
TOPICAL SCALES i
Crs Counseling 24 28 Psychological impli-
Readiness (for males) cations differ by:
sex, however its ;
main finction is the
identification of
persons open to
. . change and who migh
profit from i
counseling, or |
therapy. "
S-Cn Self-Control 16 18 Assesses dependa-
bility tolerance of
uncertainty and
impulsiveness.
S-Cfd . Self- 20 14 Assesses assentive-
Confidence ness, poise, self-
worth, and
integration.
P-Adj Personal 18 16 Measures personal
Adjustment meaning, persis-
tence, and attitude
toward life.
Iss Ideal Self 26 20 Distinguishes be-
Scale tween ideal and real
self conceptions.
Cps Creative 18 12 Measures cleverness,
Personality diversity of
Scale interests,
and conventionality
of thought.
Mls Military 24 26 Reflects con-
Leadership sientiousness, per-
Scale severence, and con-
gservativeness
Mas Masculine 22 0 Distinguishes be-
Attributes tween male and
Scale female responderits,
places individuals
Fem Feminine 22 0 on continuum of mas-
Attributes culinity-femininity,
Scale and betweeen persons
having modal and -
nonmodal sexual
preferance. ;
TRANSACTION ANALYSIS SCALES r
CP Critical 35 9 Measures aggressive-
Parent ness, warmth, com-
formity, and :
skepticism. i
!
NP Nurturing 22 22 Reflects degree df
Parent fault-finding, for-
i giveness, and |
» responsibility.
61 |
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Table 7 - Continued

. Number of
Scale | rfnucllii)ert:c')f gnontra- |
Seal ) cative dicativ

signation Name Items Items 5‘ Descriptions
A Adult
22 22 Reflects rationality,
ixfpulsivity, motiva-
tional level. |
FC Free Child 22 )
22 Assesses spontaneity
plannfulness, apathy,
- and energy, 5
AC Adapted Child 22 22 Measures inhibi |
- . 3 L- :
tior}s, initiative,
anxiety, and self-
worth, 5
ORIGENCE - INTELLECTENCE SCALE
A-1 High 2 |
o ce 21 0 These 4 scales

Low Intelligence

.

A-2 High Origence,
Low Intellectence

A-3 High Origence,
Low Intellegence

A-4 Low 0--High I--

(Index of spuriousness and ran
2 Com + Mls

-

measure the relative
influence of the
ability to think ab-
stractly, logically
and the ability to
think imaginatively,
probe new ideas, and
to suspend tra-
ditional assumptions,

dom protocols)
- Unfavor

Score of 50 or above
based on thig cal-
culation counter-
indicate random
protocols, Scores
between 20 and 50
suggest protocols
which may be in-
valid. Scores below
20 strongly indicate
invalid protocols.
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Table 8
Standard Scale Scores on the Adjective Check List for the Sample of
Prisoner-Protected Witnesses

i
-

These traits are often associated with stress, anxiety, and feelings of

inadequacy when coping with crises, and persons who possess such
Scales a b c d . e
i characteristics often channel considerable mental energy toward
MODUS OPERANDI | . . .
Cecked 1.8 1 2.6 . 63.0 constructing rationalizations or repressive defenses.
Number . . .
Favorabl 45.9 7 33.1 2 60.5 . as . \ ' . e
U:gfroragle 48.3 5 39.1 3 64.0 ( Beyond providing a picture of witnesses' personal characteristics,
Communality 44.3 10 33.0 Q 0 : :
_ i these Need scale scores offer a view of their interpersonal
e ! interactions. The data characterize witnesses as isolated and alienated
Achievement 47.4 3 35.0 1 61.0 i
Dominance 251 R i 62.0 from other persons, and suggest that witnesses are interpersonally
Order 47.2 5 36.8 1 61.0 ] . . B
Intraception g%.g 2 ggg 2 22.3 inexperienced. Those interpersonal relationships that are entered into
Nurturance . . .
iliation 46.4 6 34.5 1 61.0 . . .
ﬁﬁ&ié‘i&?ﬁm 50.6 4 31;.8 5 gs.s by these persons often become complicated as a result of inexperience
Exhibition 53.7 2 35.0 8 0.0
Autor;::{m gg-g g gg; § 2‘2‘--'7’ and witnesses' amxiety. Frequently, these relationships are marked by °
Change 49.8 3 317 5 63.3 . ) . . ) . \
Succorance 51.0 5 37.2 2 64.0 overt hostile confrontation. Individuals with this cluster of traits
Abasement 48.4 5 37.0 2 62.5
Deference 47.8 > 360 2 62.5 often try to avoid interpersonal exchanges. If that is not possible,
TOPICAL SCALES o o . .
- Y these persons do not have the ability to enter into interactions
Counseling '
Sg‘f‘;d_éfﬁiol 2% % gz:g g gg:g smoothly, and they plunge aggressively into interactioms, relishing the
Self-Confidence 50.2 5 37.2 3 64.0
ngl?sau]!.m ] 6 5 24 . 65.0 defeat of persons they view as their rivals. Oversimplifying matters by
Tdeal Self 49.7 Lo 36.0 3 66.0 .. X . : )
Creative categorizing persons into either friend or foe is not an uncommon
Personality 49.8 2 35.5 3 60.3
Mllggzghip 46.6 , 15.9 . 60.0 practice by these individuals. Entries in official records, although
Masculine 48.9 6 38.8 3 62.7 . . ]
Feminine 45.9 6 35.3 0 0 ; | incomplete, support many of these interpretations. Commonly cited
m_____nwkss;%u (s)cmwm psychological traits found in witnesses' files are the terms immaturity,
Critical P;;:r:m gg.g g 317.57; 2 gz.g antisocial behavior, and aggressiveness. Also in line with these
Adult 46.9 9 37.2 3 61.7 . . : R \
Free Child 52.6 3 37.3 9 6123.6 descriptions are interview data eliciting witnesses
Adapted Child 51.0 0 0 5 62.2
self-characterizations. Forty-four percent of those interviewed
gRIGENZE-INI‘ELLMB\JCE \ 1 Tty pe
SCALES = describe their actions gs having been "compelled"; the ear to haw
High 0, Low I (A1) 512 3 367 | 4 67.0 | P POEEY app o have :
High 0, High s se.2 5 a8 : 8.0 : very limited definitions of situatioms:
Low O, High I (A4) 44.7 8 36.1 0 0 : ) o
. I was a robot...did whatever I was told to do. Not real N
{ comfortable...money went to the "organization" to keep it ’
8 Moan Scores, n=26 ‘ alive. Had a car, but had to quit jobs for the "cause'--
b ) . | it "Jim Jones' thi 1 i
Number of Cases scoring 40 and Below | was a ones ing... (103-Interview)
Mean Scores for colum b : .
g Number of Cases scoring 60 and Abouve ’ G
Mean Scores for colum d g ‘f
63 : 64 1
| |
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A close friend of mine had been warned by the FBI that if

he didn't testify for them, he might be killed by the

organization. He was knowledgable about- car bombings,

and had been indicted for murder in one of those bombings.

I also knew about the bombings, but I told the FBI 'no way. '

I never liked those people [in the organization]. Once I

kicked the habit - trying to do right- I knew that I wasn't

part of the family...once they were done with me, they

would kill me. I testified against my friend to try to warn

him and to get him away from these people... (407-Interview)

Returning to the Adjective Checklist data, the third cluster of
scores represents a variety of Topical scales, measuring personal
adjustment and perceptions of self-worth and satisfaction. These data
indicate a fairly consistent picture cf personal attributes and
interpersofxal interactions. Witnessess have a difficult time mobilizing
their personal resources and initiating firm actionm. They are socially
withdrawn, detached, skeptical, and prone to reject approaches by
others. Such '"loners" become sociallly 'disint‘:egrated, hostile, and
aggressive through a complex cycle of misperceptions and
rationalization. For example, witnesses often misperceive
other persons as stronger and more powerful, partially as a result of
the distance they prefer to maintain in personal relationships. These
misperéeptions are bolstered by constant fault-finding and erroneous
attributions that support the interpretation that relationships are not
worth the psychological effort. Ironically, witnesses with these traits
may be viewed by others as strongly opinionated and forceful. This

\

complex sequence of withdrawal, misperception, and denial ultimately
instill deeper feelings of alienation and reinforce the presence of

rationalizations.

I don't associate with my family. What they don't know
won't hurt them...(201)

Insight into their own behavior is largely missing.

4/4
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My head is not on straight...I can't sort it all out...how I
got in. I'm not a hard-core gangster. I never plamned to stay.
I got money, and didn't get my family away. (112)

It is interesting to note that this group of respondents scores rather
highly on the Counseling Readiness scale, suggesting a desire to break

out of this vicious cycle and attempt a more complete and satisfying
life. S

I wanted assurances from the Program...my wife was pregnant
at the time. This was a major contributing factor in my
decision, in changing my life...

[I was involved in] lots of senseless killing...I became
saturated with the killing. I realized that imnocent
people were being killed, for a feeling of importance,
being 'wanted.' You end wp killing others of the same
caliber [as you]...and justify it. You soon realize that
all people you've killed are immocent. T realized I
didn't have the right to take a life. Earlier I wasn't
ready. I had to get to that place. (407)

The Transactional Analysis scales are'rabst directly related to
well-known clinical psychological interpretations, characterizing
interactions based upon a "parent/child" model of behavior. Scores from
the sample of witnesses are consistent with the profiles described
above. Depressed s¢ores on Adult scales and elevated scores on Child
scales suggest that these witnesses cling to egocentric, subordinate
childhood roles; the data also reveal that these individuals are
socially withdrawn, and do not easily adapt to adult demands and
responsibilities. As a tactic to avoid the effects prolonged stress
and turmoil brought about by adult expectations, they tend to seek
refuge in fantasy and denial. |

The final cluster of traits, the Origence-Intellectence scales, are

designed to measure the interplay of creativity and intelligence. The
overall profile is quite high on academic and intellectual scales.
. ) '
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Individuals also score highly on scales measuring inventiveness and
resourcefulness. This adaptability has a negative side to it, though,
since it also implies a tendency to be easily influenced by illogical
concerns. In short, while the mix of intelligence and creativity serves
these witnesses in the short-rum, often by enhancing their ability to
appear at ease in social interaction, other traits inhibit an ability to
perceive the long-term consequences of such actions.

The big fees and fast fees come easily. You close your

eyes to what they're doing...as long as you're not in-

volved. I progressed into [more serious crimes]...

Eventually, I was trapped by my own doing...I was a

facilitator...never a king, but a good king maker...
If a Senator is corrupt, it is his responsibility...(208)

LY

g

Interview items and data from witnesses' official records also shed
light on other psychological issues, such as motivations for involvement
in organized crime and witness attitudes about themselves and the
Witness Security Program.

On tl\fé‘topic of organized crime involvement, witmesses cited
envircmméntal and neighborhood influences (417), prison and business
associations (26%7), but admitted less often to the attraction of
organized crime as a desirable lifestyle and as a vehicle to gaining
power (8%, 37, respectively).

I've been in the Program 11 months. I was recruited into

organized crime from prison. The organization's strength came

from prison. I could survive with that group, and escape

the racial killings in [deleted] prisoms...(410)

Interestingly, witnesses provide distinct :interpretations when asked
vhy others become involved in organized crime:

Other iJeople get involved in organized crime perhaps

because they like to kill...they use the group as a
vehicle for that power trip...(410)

/

Attributions of the involvement of other witnesses in organized cfime
activities consisted of a combination of situational pressures and
personality characteristics (23%) , a desire for the lifestyle (19%), and
the lure of power (192). Envirommental factors such as neighborhood,
prison, and business associations were seen as less important factérs.
Attitudes toward the control and containment of organized crime
were divided among those who felt that such activities can be stopped
altogethrar (217) or, if not stopped, at least impeded (487). On the
question of what containment strategies might be successful, |
the respondents listed improvements in the Witness Security Program
(227), an increased use of infiltration by undercover agents (13%) , the *
use of tactics which create imbalance and inter: al strife among
organized crime groups (13%), a broader understanding of witnesses'

dilemmas (97), and a more effective use of'i}llformants (6%Z) and the RICO

statute (67).
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D. Development of Protected Witness Typology and Protocols

involvement with protected witnesses centers on the delivery of credible

trial testimony. The third group is composed 1 of investigators and

Vs

The presentation and discussion of the results thus far have intelligence agents and analysts who seek to convert organized crime
ity i ide a

focused on the entire sample as an entity 1n an effort to provi

participants into witnesses against organized crime. For le, if
. s s is
typical picture of the characertistics of the group studied in th ag aniz rime o

reliable characteristics are identified, such officials could review

. : rged duri information about potential witnesses to détermine the presence of such
first feasibility effort. A resounding theme which emerg uring

cy is not characteristics and to focus conversion efforts.
interviews with witnesses was that the govermment bureacracy

- of Extensive work on offender classification has been done; Megarsee
always sensitive to the individual personalities and probletns N

] . . . indi idual ‘: and Bohn(1979) have noted that "for over a hundred ve , behavioral
witnesses. Some research methods risk missing important indivi ( ) T ed years V10T

differences among persons when aggregating the data to present an scientists from several disciplines have been formulating typologies to

1 from i j i i w31 .
erview of those studied. Thus, the following section shifts ! 'categorlze Juvenile delinquents and adult offenders. In developing
oV ‘

A

. . ion of the % this typology, the Megargee-Boln review of the literature on typology
ipti f the entire sample to discussion
general descriptions O

discovered patterns among the data. The objective is to surface the development was examined. At first glance, several schemes that they

derlying dimensions and explain the patterfié or clusters observed. described appeared usefel sincs e e e o
underly

The typology likely to benefit the widest law enforcement audience stoms that perallelsd the srcbims of e

. - d . L3 I3
is one which describes the characteristics of protected witnesses, and for mental health counseling, readiness for placement into the
18 commmity, extent and degree of dangerousness, presence of

psychopathology, and prison staff/immate relationships.

. . . have
which spells out techniques for dealing with those who either hav

"eurned," or who might be logical candidates. Law enforcement officials

However, only

with varied objectives could benefit from the development of such a those typologies based on criminal career patterns, or on the basis of

One group of consumers includes persormel and officials of degree or deviance, mentisned organized crime offenders and even those
taxonomy .

- .v N . ch . . . . . .
encies charged with witness protection program responsibilities, su offered little by way of realistic offend ClaSSlflcatlon_and rentoent
ag

the Federal Bureau of Prisons, the Office of Enforcement Operations, odes. o erptrteally-based syotem wmn s e -
as

and the U.S. Marshals Service. The typology will assist in guiding ‘ to the protected witness.
their decisions on admissions, witness relocation, witness adjustment Despite the absence of clasification schemes based on enpirical
ir
i that
potential, and the need for specialized treatment. Another group

1d benefit from this taxonomy includes prosecutors and others whose
cou
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data collection and testing, an intuitive approach to characterizing the

organized crime protected witness was uncovergd. That scheme was

presented as part of a Federal Probation Service workshop on strategies

for supervising the Witmess Security Offender.* A workshop paper noted:
The typical WITSEC individual who is under Federal supervision

is most likely to be a white male with a prior criminal record

and whose involvement in agzoffense was not necessarily certral
but was still substantial.

The WITSEC offender is generally a conspiratorial offender,

which can be divided into three categories: (1) an organized

crime (sic) figure, (2) the,hcon-artist", and (3) the public
33 -

corrupt/corporate offender.

Because the. workshop primarily dealt with WITSEC offenders who were on

probation, the categorization scheme dealt with those crimes that may be »

committed while under supervision, and the ease With which these
individuals ray be supervised and integrated into the commmity. Due to
this focus, there are many diZficulties with.'..this classification
approach. There is considerable overlap among the categories,
incompleteness in classifying the range of actual organized crime
witnesses, ambiguity in the category definitions, and a vagueness in the
implications for treatment of each of these three types (See Megargee
and Bohn for a discussion of classification criteria).

Given the absence of a useful typology on protected witnesses, the
data collected in this study on prisoner-protected witnesses were

examined for the purposes of developing a taxonomy.

1. Discussion of Steps in the Development of the Typology

Due to the large mumber of variables and the relatively small

sample size, a series of statistical procedures was undertaken to refine

71
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the variables to a manageable rumber. (The procedure of factor analysis
was used as a powerful and sensitive method for reducing a large number
of variables to a smaller set of underlying ﬁlmenswns Appendix B
discusses these procedures and the series of analyses performed.)
Briefly stated, factor analysis is a technique which identifies patterns
that occur when large mumbers of variables are examined simultaneocusly.
It identifies these patterns by creating artificial dimensions, called
factors, which are strongly related to the grouping of several of the
actual variables. These dimensions or factors are unique and do not
overlap. Numbers (called factor loadings) are computed which reflect
the corre]:ation between each variable and each factor. Loadings
represent the contribution each variable makes to the created dimensionf
Often, the factors are given labels. Typically, these analyses are
presented as matrices in which the coltmn.hea‘tdings represent the factors
and the entries reflect the correlations; :In the analyses presented
here, the important mmbers (those with a loading of .45 or greater) are
underlined. The researchers task is to examine the variables which make
up each independent factor and articulate the meanirg of the factor
grouping of variables (Babbie, 1983).

Overall, successive interim analyses were conducted to reduce the
large mumber of variables, and to search for patterns among the three
sets of variables--Individual Differences, Structural Factors, and
Psychological Attributes. Variables with significant explanatory power
were submitted for these preliminary analyses. Table 9 presents the
imitial variables and the designated variables emerging from the
reduction procedure.

-
~
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Insert Table 9 here
Following three interim analyses, a‘major analysis was pefformed to
identify witness types using the va?iables that emerged from the three
sets. " |

As seen in the Table, initial analyses of each of the three groups
of variables succeszﬁlly reduced their number. The Individual
Difference variablellist was dowh from 23 to 10, the Structural list
from 11 to 8, and the Psychological Attributes froullé'to 17.

Before moving to the results frém the major analysis, it is
important to look briefly at the results of the three interinlanalyses.
Because law enforcement often has only fragmentary information on-
witnesses already admitted to the Program, or on prospective witnessess
who are being considered as targets vulﬁé;able to conversion, a
discussion of the observed patterns restricted to the kinds of pértial

information avallable to law enforcement will assist their efforts.

y

Table 9 “

Variables Selected for Inclusion in the Factor Analyses
on Individgal Differences, Structural Factors, and

Psychological Attributes

Initial Variables

Designated Variables

Individual Differences

Race

Age

Education

Period of Employment
Health

Family Criminal
History

Number of Dependents

Age-First Juvenille Conviction
Number of Juvenille Convictions
Age at First Adult Conviction
Total Number Prior Arrests
Total Number Prior Convictions
Type of Organized Crimes
Period of Criminal Activity

Armed Robbery
Aggravated Assault
Fraud

Heroin Violations
Weapons
Racketeering
Opiate use
Marijuana use
Cocaine use

Structural Factors

Organized Crime Affiliation

Witness Rank

Period of Involvanent

Scope of Group
Threat Assessment

Reason for Involvement
Relationship to Defendants
Homicide,Armed Robbery Viol.

Heroin Violations

Minimm Incarceration
Maximum Incarceration

Pgychological Attributes

Nurber Checked
Favorable
Commmality
Need Order
Need Affiliation
Need Abasement
Need Succorance
Need Deference
Need Dominance
Need Exhibition
Need Aggression

Counseling Readiness

Personal Adjustment

Age

Period of Employment

Health

Family Criminal Hist.
Age-Juvenille Conv,

Total Arrests

Type Organized Crimes
Period Crim. Activity |
Opiate use !
Cocaine use !

Affiration
Involvement

Scope

Reltnshp to Defndnt.
Homicide,Robbery
Heroin Violations
Min. Incarceration
Max. Incarceration

Favorable
Communality

Need Order

Need Affiliation
Need Abasement
Need Succorance
Need Deference
Need Dominance
Need Exhibition !
Need Aggression
Couns. Readiness

Pers. Adjustment
Mil, Ynnrlarchip

L. =280

i
Military leadership Adult l
Adult Free Child
Free Child ATwo !
ATwo AThree
AThree . f
1 |
75 ;
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2. Interim Analysis of Individual Difference Data

The first amalysis, conducted only on the set of individual Table 10

difference variables, indicated that four separate factors were present i Individual Difference Variables and Their Categorization

to explain the relationships among these variables. Table 10 shows into Factors based on the Prisoner-Witness Sample

those significant variables and their factor loadings.

-~
—————-.——--—-——-_-—_—————_-.--———-——-_---———-—-—_-__————_-—_—-__-——————-—_.

Variable Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3  Factor 4

--------------------------------------------------------------- G " Rosses-  Crimiaal  Crimesl

Factor 1 (Organized Crime Information) is comprised of organized Information ment History History
crimes, the duration of organized criminal activity, and an absence of a Age . 25908 .57098 -.19768 .16015
history of cocaine use. The clustering of the variables of type of N | Period of Exployment -.19891 63485 -.24306 -.08979 ° |
crime and length of criminal involvement readily suggested this Factor % Health 02919 .67486 129664 -.01281 %
label. The strong negative relationship be?:een this factor and prior Family Crim. History - 15353 -.06099 ° .86508 .07595
cocaine use is more difficult to interpret. This arrangement of Age-Juv. Comviction 03890 - 075'71 .36253 69939
variables is interpreted to mean that the long-time members of organized Total Arrests 05126 07707 -.02397 87562
crime groups perceive those individual with history of cocaine usage to Type Org. Crizes 54165 -.43196 07768 34851
be unreliable and unstable; while these cocaine users are accepted as Period Crim. Activity 61817 129953 27643 .02290
part of the group's business associates, they not fully integrated with Opiate Use 28045 04222 55065 17226
respect to the group's internal operations. Of course, the negative Cocaine Use -.85548 12511 15245 08262
factor loading may be simply a function of this particular sample.

The second Factor (Self-Assessment) is made up of typical
background information, such as age, legitimate employment history, and
health. Note that this dimension shows a negative loading with the type
of organized crime activity variable, which contributed positively to
Factor 1. This cluster of variables suggests that for some persons the
decision to become a witness involves an assessment of the witness' "
prospects for transition to a legitimate lifestyle after breaking away

v ~
75 : o
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from the type of organized crime activities that once supported his
criminal way of life. Factor 3 revealed still another independent set

of variables, relating to the Witness' Family's Criminal History, and to

the witness' history of opiate usage. Witnesses who come from a family
tradition of criminal behavior, and who have a history of heroin
irvolvement, may be vulnerable to law enforcement appeals. Factor &

(Witness Criminal History) consisted of the total mummber of adult

arrests and age at first juvenile conviction. Witnesses with extensive
familiarity with the criminal justice system who enter the Witness
Security Program are motivated predominantly by a desire to reduce the
prison sentence being faced. What is interesting here is the finding
that this factor, which many people believe is the all-encompassing ig

witness motivation, is only one of four factors.

77
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3. Interim Analysis of Structural Variables

A second preliminary analysis was performed on the structural
S
variables, again with the dual aims of data reduction and pattern

identification. These data are presented in Table 11.

- D o T SO D D U D N D S G D €T S G A G D St S ME s D B B S D S B e Gl S MY S S A S Y e LS G Y e (P A S P e

By looking at the way the mumbers relate highly only to one factor, and
not others, a reasonable interpretation of the data can be advanced.
Two variables measuring the range of prison sentence lengths constitute

b}

this first factor labeled Prospective Prison Time; these relate to

Factor 4 of the preceding analysis. The patte.rn discovered reinforces
the traditional wisdom that some witnesses. "turn'' simply as a means of
reducing their prison sentences. However, the existence of the other
three factors suggests that additional explanations of witnesses'
behavior deserve attention by law enforcement. For example, on Factor 2

(Organized Crime Information) the organized crime group to which the

witness belongs, the scope of the group's activities, and convictions
for heroin violations couq:rise a unique set of characteristics. This
arrangement of variables resembles Factor 1 in the analysis of
individual difference variables. A third stuctural Factor (Risk
Assessment) consisted of homicide and armed robbery offenses engaged in
by the witness, and was moderately related to the witnesses’
relationship to the defendant. This factor resembles an earlier
discussion (pp.55-56) of organized criminals who are on the threshold of

more serious crimes reflecting upon their relationship at that juncture

L
'r
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Table 11

Structural Factors and their Loadings

Variable Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4
tive anized Time
gz:ggc § gi%me Risk Conceptual-
Time Information Assessment ization
G 18757 16678
Affiliation -.26758 64475 . .
P%rr;ggv;fmit -.04000 .04495 -.06257 .49715
Scope of Group -.08459 . 70368 -.18688 .05617
ionshi
R‘z})alg;gzdagt -.04504 -.36076 44810 -.04913
icide, Armed
Hgg;g:ie;’ .28862 -.06979 .83841 -.06814
Ngzgg;:lllcs- -.05655 .59931 " -.30388 -,08320
Violations .
Incarcertion .79200 -.01865 .29968 .51737
Malnxcarcertion .85563 -.07915 .07760 -.24650

.,
~2 .
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with the pruspective defendants against whom they would be asked to testify.

Factor 4 (Time Conceptualization) consisted of the period of time the
witness was involved with organized crime, and the minimm time he faces in
prison. What may underly these variables is a heightened realization and
sensitivity to the passage of time, whereby witnesses assess their time
investment >in prior crimiml activities against the prison time that will
most likely result. It should be r;c'Jted “for this group of analyses that

these last two factors discussed are less strong in the analysis since the

eigen values dropped below 1.0 (See Appendix B).

E1N
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4, Interim Analysis of Psychological Attributes

Table 12.
Psychological Attributes and their Factor Loadings
The third analysis was conducted exclu;;;ely on the Psychological T
Attributes. Table 12 shows the the variables included and their , Variable Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4
significant relationships. (As seen in Appendix B, these factors proved ' | ' 2§§Z§izize— Xiﬁi;ted " Rational Confidant
to be the strongest among the three analyses performed.) i :
_____________ e e e No. Favorable .20452 " 69773 .39949 L47464
Insert Table 12 here Commmality -.10382 .25950 .03857 .75171
____________________________________________ ‘ Need Order -.29619 .00231 70428 .30838
Factor 1 (Aggressive-Assertive) presents a type of witmess who is ‘ Need Affiliation -12565 +89242 .15615 -29121
dominant and aggressive, and one who is unlikely to defer to others: Need Abasement -.67905 .31737 -. 48740 01497
They are reluctant to admit to weakness, human frailities, % . Need Succorance -.50983 -.02199 =.73835 .19004
vulnerabilities, or to the need for counseling and therapy. The highest Need Deference =.71915 -49406 17789 -08715
loading is on Free Child Scale, which depidts this witness type as Need Dominance ~83548 07229 ° .18161 .18818
iypulsive and impatient with delays and impediments. The second factor Need Exhibition -86395 -.13200 -.27933 -.04371
(Well-Adjusted) is in many ways the mirror-image of witnesses described Need Aggression »69005 ~.97102 -.16897 -00665
by Factor 1. This category of witness is characterized by‘a freedom Cﬁﬁ?éﬁ%ﬁﬁ% 82206 _ 20752 - 09035 -.10959
from anxiety and an enjoyment of affiliating with others. A sense of Personal
purpose and confidence, and an absence of visible psychopathology, help , Adjustment -17865 -71303 .41229 .32973
carry this witness through difficult emotional times. The factor is bﬁggigzizhip 113533 .08277 _ 57991 79447
negatively related to aggression. The third factor (Rationality) Adult -.00234 30727 82597 37525
contains the variables Order, Military Leadership, and Adult; those with Free child 191298 07702 -.08046 -.16980
negative loadings were Abasement and Succorance. The grouping of A-Two 21611 -.27713 — 49000 -.06329
variables suggests a third psychological dimension in which witnesses A-Three ~.23293 160924 -.08915 -.03828

value predictability. They are 2ble to accept responsibility for

acticr=, but in retuwrn for adhering to these tenets, they insist on

receiving their "just deserts'.

.
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Factor 4 (Confidant) was also composed of the Military Leadership
component, but the variables of Commumality -end Favorable contributed to
this factor as well. This witness type chooses and sticks to a chosen
course of action, and his committment is supported by a favorable
self-image. This confidence enables the witmess to view others as allies
rather than as adversaries. For prgfected witnesses, this is a valuable
trait to possess. The lack of rigidity found for this witness type
resembles Factor 2 witnesses; both of these personality types may be more

open to suggested changes, such as treatment, or counseling.
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5. Construction of a Prisoner-Witness Typology and Suggested Protocols

This typology and discussion of suggestéd protocols for dealing
with different witness types is designed for use by investigators,
intelligence analysts and agents, and prosecutors who face the difficult
taéks of identifying potential candidates for conversion and developing
effective approaches tailored to them. The information available to
them on potential targets is likely to be intermittent and incomplete;
consequently, those seeking to "turn'" organized crime participants will
not have access to fully developed background histories, documentation
on group affiliation and activities, or psychological analyses.
Recognizing these very real limitations, the typology and suggested
protocols have been constructed so that any of the key words and 3
interpretations which corresponsd to informg}‘:ion contained in
intelligence files or other relevant enforcement documents point to
approaches worth trying. The typology identifies the characteristics of
four witness types; the protocols highlight both the advantages these
traits present for successful conversion of organized crime
participants, and the areas of resistance likely to be encountered in
attempts to influence a target's behavior.

Vhile the preliminary classification of witnesses based upon the
Individual Difference, Structural, and Psychological Attributes
analyses raises some interesting questions. One final analysis
exploring the interrelgtionships among the most useful of the 35
variables from these three analyses was performed. (See Appendix B).

This analysis was designed to assess the relative importance of
variables in the creation of independent factors which could be

discussed as basic witness "types." These data are presented in Table
13.
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Table 13 ~ )
Relationships Among the Variable§ Obtained From
The Preliminary Analyses and Factor Loadings

Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4
Cocaine Use 23784 .06029 88255 -.30191
Scope of Group -.02956 -.10037 .01188 .63406
ics- in
N%:;:-gcit;tci:zn;{ero .18978 .00926 -.10795 .73184
Incarceration -.54561 .43193 -.02212 -.03527
Number Favorable .96644 .01782 -.10161 17641 ,
Commmality .50439 -.05573 .25853 .29053 %i
Need Affiliation .92457 -.08024 ‘ .09062 -.07849
Need Abasement -.00959 -.58583 - .65968 -.00227
Need Succorance -.26328 ~-.26504 .76345 .15169
Need Deference .35885 -.80019 .20098 -.00130
Need Dominance .37994 .72924 -.36698 -.03265
Need Exhibition -.03788 .90126 .01871 -.17203
Need Aggression -.35779 .83590 -.06474 04414
et 12067 27775
Readiness -.49700 -,66979 . .
1
Ple%.rd??slan;xent .86457 -.02784 -.16787 .01558
‘85
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Factor 1 is contributed to heavily by the psychological variables
of the Number of Favorable Adjectives Checked, Commmality, Need

Affiliation, and Personal Adjustment. The factor is negatively related

to Counseling Readiness and Minimm Incarceraton.

Interpreting thls particular pattern of variables, we conclude that
Factor 1 witnesses do not have markedly abnormal psychological profiles.
- These persons are well-adjusted and possess strong, favorable
self-images. The powerful contribution of Need Affiliation suggests
that it is the interaction with others, and the availability of a

reference group with which these individuals identify and feel secure

that provide a source of satisfaction. Despite the advantages these :

witness have in being sociable and confidant, they are not especially

reflective nor do they desire to change. This conclusion is based on

the negative contribution of Counseling Re'aid:iness: These persons are
skilled at repressing any self-doubts. As a result, such persons are

superficially at ease with themselves and are not subject to intense

anxiety.

Suggested Protocols for Factor 1 Witnesses

Working to the advantage of those who seek to develop witnesses is
the finding that these individuals have strong affiliative needs, and

that they derive considerable strength from group allegience. One

tactical approach to these organized crime participants is for the law

- enforcement agent to emphasize the fickleness of criminal organizations,

and to detail instances of betrayal that have occurred among criminal

associates who were once closely-knit. These remarks should be followed

A
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by a discussion which stresses the inability of any of the individual's
support groups to accomplish what the switch to the govermment's side
provides: Membership on a ''team’” whose membergére loyal. Thus, key
words in this exchange between agent and.target include 'group

1 1"

acceptance," 'belonging," "expendable' and ''fall guy," and ''feeling of

importance." ) )

While affiliation needs work to the govermment's advantage in
approaching these likely candidates, the;:e are at least two areas of
resistance that will be encountered. One is the individual's lack of
any extens:i.ve self-reflection and motivation to change. This means that
the individusl who perceives himself toc be well-adjusted is not

b

practiced in articulating insights into his own behavior, and the agent
or official will be required to do much of the interpreting of the %
implications of certain courses of action.- .

The sécond area of resistance comes from the abundance of
self-confiderce. Self-image influences behavior and motivation to a
larpe extent and a potential witness' high level of self-confidence will
intertere with persuasive attempts. In fact, exLreme levels of
confidence can lead these individuals to reject the attempt, or change
in a direction opposite from what was sought or intended (Wrightsman,
1977). To avoid eliciting this type of reaction, the agent must convey
that the target has retained the freedom:to reach his own decision, and
that his self-confidence remains intact. This witness is best
approached through a series of brief interactions, each of which
gradually introduces the idea of "turning'', and each of which relies
more on emotionally ladened appeals than on logically-based arguments.
This sequence of sessions should also be designed to convey to the
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prospective witness the strong need for his lead role in the successful
outcome of the investigation. —

Factor 2 shows a different clusters of variables. As indicated by

. contribution of Dominance, Exhibition, and Aggressive needs, these

witnesses are .assertive and dominant. This factor is negatively related
to"Abasenent and Deference. To this type of witmess, control is
important, 'and manipulation is a tactic commonly employed to achieve
their goals. Organized crime participants described by this arrangement
of variables are impulsive, impatient with delays, and seek immediate |
satisfaction of their desires. They are skilled 1n social techniques.

This person seeks attention by others, but because of the strong N

tendency to view others warily, with mistrust, and to perceive them as
rivals, most of this witmess' interrelationships are competitive in

nature. This factor contains an element of 'b‘dachiavellianism.

Suggested Protocols for Factor 2 Witnesses

Considerably greater resistance to persuasive appeals is present in
the Factor 2 witnesses. However, there are present characteristics
which help to predispose these individuals to successful conversion
efforts. Control and attention-seeking behaviors are primary concerns
to this witness, and the interaction between agent and target is likely
to be marked by a power struggle. The observed witness traits can be
turned to the agent's advantage. For example, allowing the prospective
witness to engage in limited controlling behaviors, such as setting the
time and location of the meeting, gives the target decision-making power
which helps him avoid the feeling of wealcne’ss or impotence.

¢
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This strategy also instills the feeling of control. As another example, ‘

characterizations of the target's contributign as instrumental,
invaluable, and of the target as the 'brains" of the entire
investigation reinforces his perception of control. It must be
recognized that these ingratiating power strategies are risky, in that
the balance of powér may shift irretrievable to the side of the target
if too many or too powerful tactics are employed.

Because witnesses described by Factor 2 are impatient, impulsive
and 1;11ab1e to defer gratification, the agent may captitalize on these
traits. By stressing short term aspects, the immediacy of the need to
obtain the information, or pressing deadlines, the agent may appeal to ,

the witness' typically short-range focus. Key words and phrases for

1t n "o

this witness type are 'power," "control," "self-reliance," "others are
weak," "others are infatuated within me.".

The areas of resistance in Factor 2 witnesses stem from their skill
in social interactions, their accuracy in perceiving the intentions of
others and in spotting influence attempts, and the tendency to view
others as objects to be manipulated. These traits produce a wariness
and mistrust of other person since these types expect others to behave
with a manipulative intent and motivation matching their own. To
counter such awareness and built-in resistance, the agent can: 1) Use
assertive, confrontive tactics, such as threats, demands, and the
expression of anger; 2) Avoid attempts to achieve identification and
empathy, and focus instead on allowing the target the opportunity to
"save face"; 3) Avoid rational, balanced and logical arguments and
instead try one-sided, emotional appeals, which stress status and

authority; 4) Make repeated references to the present and immediate
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situation, and avoid requests for reflection cn reasons for past
behavior or speculation of future action; 5) _Stress that the decisions,
(even the insignificant ones) are the targets' alone, and try to get him
to restate any ideas or conclusions so that he perceives them in this
way.

Factor 3 reveais a witness type dominated by lengthy history of
cocaine use, and possessing the traits of Need Abasement and Succorance.
These persons appear to be the mirror image of Favctor 2 witnesses.
Their egos are fragile, and they respond poorly to streés. Because of
these traits, this individual is not likely to enter into many
interpersonal relationships, except for criminal ones; he is not the
type of person typically sought for advice by group members, and may be 3%
characterized as something of a "loner." They are followers, not
leaders. This witness will have few conflicts with authority figures,

partly because he tends to view others as stronger.

Suggested Protocols for Factor 3 Witnesses

A very different approach is needed for Factor 3 witnesses than for
Factor 2 types. Assertive, confrontational tactics are likely to push
these individuals into a hostile position that undermines the existing
advantages to the agent seeking to influence the target.

Those advantages include the prospective witriess' feelings of
inferiority and inadequacy, his vulnerab‘ility to threats and stressful
situations, and his perceptions of others as stronger, including the
agent. In addition, these persons show little drive or motivation, they

exhibit conventional thought, except for their criminal activities, and

’I'
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they tend to view situations as limited to "either-or'" choices. These The Factor 4 witness is described only'by the scope of his

traits suggest an epproach in which promises ,-not threats are used, and . criminal organization and incarceration for/bero-‘n offenses. It ig

in which rational, logical arguments are advanced or employed. For interesting to note inm this regard that as successive factors are

example, a careful presentation of information, an offer of compromi.se extracted from these variables, the contribution of personality

positions, the description of a plan for proceeding, should all be characteristics exert less of an influence. This witness is 1 ikely to
effective tactics. | These persons respond to the situation in which have a large crl.mlnal network, _perhaps developed through contacts made
favors and personzl sacrifice on the part of the agent create the while previously incarcerated. While interpretation here is less
opportunity for repayment by the target as a device for him to obtain straightforward than with the other three factors, this fourth factor
desired approval from the agent. The high degree of cocaine use describes those in large-scale heroin enternr - Glimpses of this
indicates a cependency, nondominance, and adaptability. The expression type of witness can be drawn from the recent trial testimony of Leroy

of sympathy, of understanding reasons for feelings of alienation and . (Nicky) Barnes, concerning the decision by the "council” to kill several
withdrawal and efforts to individuate (te stress the person's unique 5‘ suspected informers. The stated reason for Barnes' testimony was %
aspects) these witnesses should be effective approaches. While these . revenge:

tactics may be important initially, at subsequent sessions the agent '...[Barnes] had grown angry in prison because his former

] . . wor partner ...had become intimate with ' one of [his] women'
could Introduce mild doses of fear and emotional appeals. The key words and because the, councils' members had failed to pay

. 1
for this witress type are "a cause," "recruitment into a bills for him.

militaristic-type of organization," 'loner," "heavy cocaine use."

Suggested Protocols for Factor 4 Witnesses

This factor somewhat resembles Factor '1 witnesses, in the sense
that betrayal is a motivation; the difference lies in the fact that
Factor 1 witnesses seek group affiliation for psychological needs, while
Factor 4 witnesses rely on others, such as suppliers, and corrupt pollt.e
ofiicers, out of a business necessity. What may partially explain the
difficulty in interpreting this factor is that as a statistical o

pProcedure, factor analysis begins with extracting the best factor, and

| :‘ - 5
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& : | each subsequent factor pulled out of the analysis accounts for less of
the variance. ‘the first three factors expleip 91 percent of the
variance, so that Factor 4 only accounts for the remaining 9 percent.
f‘uture research studies which plan to increase the sample size will
assist in determining whether this fourth Factor is an independent and

valid witness category.

-

93

g

.. ORI R

VI. CONCLUSION

This report focuses on two major aspectg-of protected witnesses in
organized crime enforcement. The empirical data collected and analyzed
focuses on lone segment of the witness population --prisoner-protected
witnesses. The first aspect examines the issues su:frommding the
protection of individuals who testify against former criminal associates
and the problems such protection generates. ‘

The second aspect:i explores certain of the empirical datra for the
development of a typology of witness traits and motivations. Building
upon these.observed characteristics, protocols have been constructed.
They are grounded upon psychological techniques and approaches tailored‘ =
to the witness types found.

The two aspects of this report are related in that if predictable
attitudes and behaviors are associated with .Zlistinct types of protected
witnesses, such findings are relevant for officials of programs with
witness security responsibilities and for law enforcement agents. Even
if one wishe: to dispute the finer interpretations and implications
presented here, the data show that very different approaches are called
for from both groups of officials.

The validity of any classification scheme rests on its ability to
correctly describe persons who were not part of the group from which the
typology was derived. Toward this end, two related tasks are needed,
The first is an expansion of this data collection effort to include an
assessment of attitudes and charactgristics of the other witness
population in the Witness Security Program --relocated witnesses. This
gral may be difficult to achieve due to the problems of collecting

accurate data on relocated witnesses while ensuring the security of such

i .
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people and their rfamilies. Responsible Witness Security Program
officials expressed initial reservations about the maintenance of
security for relocated witnesses when @pmaged about data collection.
Data collection may, however, be facilitated by the demonstration in
this feasibility study that sound empirical research is possible with
security-sensitive witnesses. ‘This may be persuasive to those who
originally doubted the feasibility of even the limited, original, study
effort. Extension of this research effort is essential to achieve the
kinds of comparisions desired by Witness Security Program officials.

One of the stated goals of the Organized Crime Research Program is
to develop collaborative social science-law enforcement research
efforts. A crucial correlative of that task is the dissemination of
results to both commmities. This research effort was designed in
cooperation with Witness Security Program officials and the survey
results on the attitudes held by interviewed protected witnesses are
being conveyed to those officials. Conclusions from these data are
valuable to such officials because they offer insight into how protected
witnesses perceive the operation of the Program. Regardless of whether
views expressed by the respondents are based on real events or on their
perceptions of those events, their global feelings about the Program and
the behaviors they exhibit will follow from these attitudes. The
suggestion is that these perceptions be considered in the formulation of
policy, but not that they dictate immediate and sweeping changes.

Collection of empirical data on relocated witnesses is also

required for the further development of the witmess typology. Although

e ———————— 45 2% -

/

most relocated witnesses have been incarcerated, and probably share

characteristics with the pPrisoner-wi tness Population, research is needed

to confinn or refute that belief. Because of the sample size in this

study, there were statistical Testrictions on the number of factors that
could be extracted from the data and on the contribution of each factor
in describing the patterns -among the variables. Further research would

expand the typology and refine the protocols. The protocols at this

stage are designed to enhance the approaches of law enforcement to the

development of witnesses. Further research and the testing of suggested

- approaches with these distinct types of witnesses will enable law

enforcement to adopt a more proactive posture in their organized crime »
programs.

tl
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See R.W. Davis, Policy Implications of Employing Protected
Witnesses in Organized Crime Enforcement, Paper presented at the
American Society of Criminology, Toronto, Canada, November 5, 1982,
(Hereinafter Policy Implications).

For example, see J. Thibaut and L. Walker Procedural Justice: A
Psychological Analysis (New York: John Wiley and Sons, 19/3);
J.L. Tapp and S.L. Levine, eds., Law, Justice, and the
Individual in Society: Psychology and the Law (New York:

Holt, Rinehart and Winston, 19/7); G. Bermant, C. Nemeth, and

N. Vidmar, eds., Psychological and Legal Issues (Lexington,

Mass: D.C. Heath and Co., 1976); H. Toch, ed., Psychology of
Crime and Criminal Justice (New York: Holt, Rinehart, and Winston
1979).

For exceptions to this statement, see: E. Stotland,

"White Collar Criminals," Jourmal of Social Issues 33(4) (1977):
179-96; D.R. Cressey, Other People’'s Money (Glencoe, Il: The

Free Press, 1953); R.F. Meir, and G. Gels, ''The White Collar
Offender" in Toch, Psychology of Crime and Criminal Justice,

427-43; E.H. Sutherland, The Professional Thief (Chicago: Univ. of
Chicago Press, 1937), and H. Edelhertz, Mamual on White Collar
Crime (U.S. Department of Justice: 1970).

Presidert's Commission on Law Enforcement and Administration of
Justice, Task Force Report: Organized Crime. Washington D.C.,
1967, at 19,

U.S. Department of Justice, Office of Enforcement Operations data.

Report of the Committee on Govermmental Affairs, U.S. Senate
Permanent Subcommlttee on Investigations, Witness Security Program,
Dec. 14, 1981, at 1. (Hereinafter, Witness Security Program.)

The Office of Enforcement Operations was created in 1979 to
administer special programs, including the Witness Security
Program, particularly following a 1977 review by a committee
created Oy the Deputy Attorney General (Senate Hearings before the
Permanent Subcommittee on Investigations. 96th Cong., 2d Sess.,
December 15, 16, 17, 1980, at 6. (Hereinafter, 1980 Hearings)

1980 Hearings, 5.

Report of the Witness Security Program Senate Hearings,

U.S. Department of Justice, Report of the Witness Security Program
Review Committee (Draft 1978), reprinted in Witness Protection
Program: Hearings before the Subcommittee on Administrative
Practice and Procedure of the Senate Subcoammittee on the Judiciary,
95th Cong., 2d Sess. (1978), 277-278. (Hereinafter, 1978

Hearings)
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10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.
16.
17.

18.

1978 Hearings, 91-92

1980 Hearings, 226.

e

Administrative Office of the U.S. Courts, "Supervising the WITSEC

Offender," Materials for the Training Seminar, Salt Lake City,
Utah, August 17-19, 1982,

Organized Crime Research Program Proposal, National Institute of
Justice Grant to Temple University Law School, Oct. 1980, p.2.

1«1‘§7(_}‘vraham, The Alias Program. (Boston: Little, Brown and Co.,
).

Witness Security Program, 7, 9.

1978 Hearings, Appendix C, 1-4.

The 1972 case, elaborated upon in the Review Committee Report
1978 Hearings, 294), imvolved the murder of Daniel La Polla

from an explosive device in his residence in Conmnecticut, while
receiving funds from the U.S. Marshals and while under protection
by the Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco and Firearms.

1978 Hearings, 306.

The second survey imvolved the distribution of 500 questiommaires
to witnesses under protection as of August 1977. Similar
procedures guaranteeing anonymity were followed, producing a 297
response rate. More detailed comparisons than these are not
possible due to difference in characteristics of samples in surveys
1 & 2 in the response rates, and survey procedures.

1980 Hearings, 20.

1980 Hearings, 25, 39.

1980 Hearings, 9.

1980 Hearings, 13.

1980 Hearings, 127.

The Denver Post, Dec. 16, 1981, p. 7B.

1978 Hearings, 333.

Davis, Policy Irplications.

I wish to thank Mr. Edwin Steir for his insights during several
discussions on this topic.
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Appendix A presents a detailed description of the specific
research obstacles confronted and overcome in this study. Also
discussed are the issues of the representativeness of the selected
prisoner sample, the problems with subject-volunteer
characteristics, the development of the survey instrument, and the
selection of the personality inventory checklist.

Criminal codes developed by the Administrative Office of the U.S.
Courts, and those developed for a pilot study on sentencing
Guidelines in Philadelphia, 1976, were used to classify offense
data. Occupational codes were adapted from the National Data
Programs for the Social Sciences Codebook, Chicago: National
Opinion Research Center, 1976, University of Chicago.

Megargee, E.I. and Bohn, M.J. Classifying Criminal Offenders.
Beverly Hills, CA: Sage Publications, Volume 8Z, 1979.

Note 12, p.2
Note 12, p.4

""Barnes Recalls Votes to Murder Drug Informers', New York Times
October 19, 1983, B4.

Discussions are underway for comparative research to be undertaken
with relocated witnesses. :
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APPENDIX A

-

Imporstant Lessons Learned from the Study of Protected Witmesses

Subject Selection

The résearch study originally sought to examine data on the Witness
Protection Program through personal interviews with protected witmesses,
sponsoring attorneys, U.S.j Marshals, and various other program
officials. Initial plans called for t}}e cconduct of pilot interviews
with eight to ten witnesses, and with attormeys and officials, to refine
the subject matter, wording, and order of survey interview questions for,
all three questiommaires. For the witness group, a stratified random
sample of 100 witnesses was to be selected to represent different
attributes of the variables of length of t:1me in the Program, type of
organized crime group affiliation, position within the organization, and
reasons for seeking protection. Because of concerns over anonymity and
security, selected witnesses were to be brought to neutral sites for
interviewing. Similar stratification and interview techniques were to
be used with the other two respondent groups. These interviews were
included to permit important cross-group comparisons, particularly on
questions of the value and impact of the Program, on the perceptions of
problem areas and causes.

This rather traditional social science research approach rapidly
dissolved under the heat of very serious concerns, -some of which assume
startlingly significant dimensions. For example, selecting a random
stratified sample of witnesses requires for security reasons, that

interviews take place in geographically distant locations that are

4
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untraceable to wit;ness' relocated sites. The price tag for such a study
could reach astronomical figures. In addit}:’;\op to costs resulting from
security needs is the substantial investment when using random selection
and stratification; while these techniques help to maintain research
purity, the attendant costs far exceed most research grant funds. In
this study, even the alternative approach of random selection of
subjects from lists divided into geograpﬁical areas (as in cluster
sampling in survey research) proved too costly. | In times of restricted
and shrinking law enforcement budgets, the transportation of witmnesses
to neutral sites for the sole purpose of conducting research interviews
is not possible. Yet, employing a less expensive method r;ms the risk
of violating standard research techniques, on the one hand, and ’
potentially risking lives of protected wimgsses on the other. Making
these and other concessions on research deSign raised the possibility
that the data and conclusions derived from them might resulv in policies
that endangered the lives of future witnesses seeking protection.

Thus, in this study, the focus on prisoner witnmesses was felt to
strike a balance between abandoning the project and the alternative of
going forward at risk to the witness-subjects. This approach was not
without its own complications, which ceﬁtered on the possibility of
distinct but unknowable differences arising in two ways: the
distinction between prisoner and relocated witnesses, and the potential
differences between the prison sample interviewed and other
prisoner-protected witnesses. |

Until specific research provides future data on relocated

35

witnesses,”™  and on additional prisoner-protected witnesses, we can only
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generally surmise what these differences might be. Distinctions shrink
when we realize that prisoner-witmesses are gandidates for relocation
upon their release (except those serving life sentences), and that many
prisoner witnesses were formerly relocated. Thus, data collected on
this group contain useful insights applicable to a broader witness
population. |

The question of the representativeness is less easily dealt with
when drawing inferences from the sample interviewed to the population of
prisonér-protected witnesses. Potential biases during subject
selection have been considered at some length by survey researchers
measuring public attitudes, and by researchers conducting laboratory '
exéeriments with human subjects in more traditional areas of psychology. %
Because subject recruitment is a concern in most research endeavors, we
are able to address these issues through an existing body of empirical
literature, most notably in the work on volunteer subjects by Rosenthal
and Rosnow (1975). Their cogent review c‘)f' research on the topic
contains a classification of important characteristics most reliably
associated with the tendency to volunteer for research. The question of
immediate interest in the present study is whether those who volunteered
are somehow unique in the prisoner-protected witness population, thus
skewi'_ng the interpretation of the present data. It appears from the

research that volunteers tend to be more approval-motivated and

confident than non-volunteers. Somewhat weaker associations, although

reliable nonetheless, suggest that volunteers score highly on scales
measuring arousal-seeking, unconventionalism, and nonconformity. Where
possible, the present data should be examined for the possible influence

of these variables in an effort to detect the existence and direction of

103

/
any bias. In a broader context, the research findings on volunteerism
generally may shed light on protected witnesses who have volunteered to .

/“.
provide information to authorities.

Instrument Development, Interview Procedures, Validity and Reliability

Items for the survey instrument were the result of extensive review
of all Senate hearings and reports on the Witnesé Protection Program,
and from pertinent books and news a?:ticles. Initially, éhree
questiommaires were developed, for use with relocated, prisoner
witnesses, and with Program officials and U.S. Marsh..als'. When the scope
of the study was narrowed, the instrument was developed exclusively for !i
the prisoner respondents. The final instrume.ant is the product of three
revisions, two of which were based on disciissions with Department of
Justice officials, other law enforcement persons, and the National
Institute of Justice Project monitor. Final revisions of content,
wording, and item placement were the product of pilot testing on 8
prisoner-witnesses.

An integral part of the interview data was the collection of
personality-trait data. To enhance these data, the use of a standard
test was incorporated, after a thorough review of the major personality
test inventories for an appropriate instrument (Buros, 1972, Vols. 1 and
2). The search was for one that was valid, reliable, that broadly
measured relevant areas such as aggression, anxiety, self-esteem, and
interpersonal relations, that was relatively straightforwa.rd in
administration, and that did not reiy upon an excessive mumber of items
or on items which might be viewed by the respondents as simplistic or

.
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jrrelevant. From the hundreds of tests favailable, the choice was
narrowed to the Personality Research Form, California Personality
Inventory, Multiple Affect Adjective Check1ist, FIRO-B, and Gough and
Heilburm's Adjective Check List (ACL). This latter test was found to
meet all or most of the stated criteria and presented the following
advantages over the other inventories:

o The ACL's recent expansion from 24 to 37 scales which closely
relate to the interview items would assist in validating
the survey data; -

o The test is easy to administer, requiring only 20 minutes for
respondents to describe themselves by selecting from 300
adjectives on forms which may be computer-scored;

o The' individual scales are constructed by analyzing adj ectives
selected as well as those not chosen. This helps to lowexr
acquiescence and social desirability biases;

o Once scored, the standardized scale scores may be interpreted
through personality profiles, and compared with normative
samples gathered on adults, psychiatric patients, and others.

As a tool in assessing important personality traits of protected
witnesses, this particular instrument was felt to provide valuable
preliminary insights.

Caution must be used in analyzing the results in light of the
possibility for deceptive interview respenses, biased entries in file
documents, and spurious personality profiles. Deception and concealment
are finely honed skills among many criminals in general, and among many
non-traditional offenders. Because of the potential for bias in the
collection of interview data and in the completion of the personality
scale, several validty checks were made. The validity of the interview
information was assessed by comparing responses, where possible, with
the file data (See Yochelson, 1976, 97-98 on obtaining valid life

histories from criminals). The personality-trait data from the

,/,‘ 105

/

Adjective Check List was checked for spuriousness through a calculation
of certain scale items designed to detect bogus inventories. For all

» - 3 /\ :
witnesses who were administered the Checklist, valid results were

obtained.
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APPENDIX B

Valt
Factor Analysis as a Method in Developing

Typologies of Protected Witnesses

Factor analysis is a complex statistical procedure which examines
the relationships among large mumbers of variables and extracts the
contribution of each variable to underlying factérs. The dimensions
that are created on the basis of the contribution of each variable are
theoretical, and unobserved. Consequently, factor analysis works in a
reverse direction in that it constructs factor scores or variables that ,
are not observed from those variables or scores that are known and
obtained in the -research study (Moser and Kalton, 1972).

Factor analyses begin by examining the' complex interrelationships
among the variable scorés through a process of calculating correlations.
These correlations are placed into a matrix, which summarizes all the
observed relationships among all possible pairs of scores. Through one
of several available procedures, the matrix is "rotated" or examined for
common factors or dimensions which can be "extracted" and which account
for all of the observed relationships. The product of this procedure is
the calculation of factor scores or "loaéngs" which indicate the
contribution or importance of the variable to the factor.

Interpretation of these factors is guided by a comparison of variables'
loadings or contribution to the factor. The researcher examines the
size of the loading, its direction (positive, negative, zero), and the

eigen value (which is a measure of the variance accounted for by a given

factor).
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A series of factor analyses was performed in this study to assistv
in narrowing down the large number of variables. This was required
because of the sample size. Analyses were conduced on each of the three
major categories of data, and finally, on the major factor analysis.

Two factor analyses of the 23 Individual Difference variables were
required to obtain a list of vaa:iablgs w1th factor loadings above .45
and without negative eigen values. The final list and relevant
statistics are shown tin Table 14.

A similar procedure was used for the reduction of Structural and
Psychological Attribute variables. Tables 15 and 16 present these data.
Finally, Table 17 contains the relevant data on the major factor

analysis which was the product of four separate compute rums.

i
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Factor Analys%s of the 10 Individual Difference

/

Table 14

tistics
Variables® and the RelevanthFa

1 ive
iabl Factor Eigen Value Percent Variance Cumulat
Variables
1 2.486 Zgg /%gg
Aglgnge 2 1.899 18'1 3.2
th Eeployed 3 i '1.810 1 Y &2
iy 4 1.336 13.3 13
FamlC*r.usumaly 5 734 7. ; 8.1
== ; 508 20 93.5
s 5 505 2.5 96.0
it 8 249 3 %6.0
| Covies 1 182 1’8 100.0
viction .
ngzl Prior Arrests 10 718

Type Criminal Activ.
Period Criminal Act.
Opiate Use

Cocaine Use

\

-

specific variables.

b 1v four factors were dis
te that only
beI;gnd that number dropped below 1.0.

greater mmber of factors were
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ince the eigen va.llues
mélsulsazde@ms t analyses asl.u.ng fcla-r a
not possible to interpret meaningfully.

Table 15

Factor Analysis of? 8 the Struc
Emerging from Two Prior Analyses
Accounted for

1 Variables
and Variance

Variables Eigen Percent Cummulative
Included Factor Value Variance Percent
Organized Crime -
Affiliation 1 2.138 45.2 45.2

Period of

Involvement 2 1.288 27.2 72.4

Scope of Group 3 .762 16.1 88.6
Relationship to '
Defendant 4 .540 11.4 100.0

Homicide,- Armed
Robbery

Heroin Violation
Minimm Incarceration

Maximm Incarceration

C——— o —— e e - .

2 The statistics in

this table relate to the factors extracted, not the
specific variables,

b Note that although Factors 2

and 3 dropped belw an ei
Fhey were presented in the text since th egoal of this

gen Value of 1.0,
study was exploratory




Table 16

Factor Analysis of the 17 Psychologi.cal
Attributes Variables Emergirg from
One Prior Analysis and Percent of

Variance Accounted for.

Eigen
Variable Factor Value

Percent
Variance

Cumilative
Percent
Variance

5.424
5.050
1.813

.956

Number Favorable
Commmality
Need Order

S~ L —

Need Affiliation
Need Abasement
Need Success

Need Deference

. Need Dominance

-Need Exhibition

‘Need Aggression

Covuseling Readiness
Personal Adjustm—:fnt
Military Leadership
Adult |
Free Child

A Two

A Three

i
“111

41.0
38.1
13.7

7.2

41.0

79.1
97.8
100.0

. b

Table 17

Factor Amxlysis’:l of the 15
Variables Emerging from Four

Prior Analyses and Variance Accounted For

Cumulative
, . Eigen Percent Variable
Variable Factor Value Variance Percent
Cocaine Use 1 4.655 31.0 31.0
Scope of Group 2 t.052 27.0 158.0
;Heroin Violation 3 1.964 13.1 71.1
Incarceration 4 1.437 9.6 80.7
Favorable 5 .681 4.5 85.3
Commmality 6 523 3.5 88.7
Need Affiliation 7 .508 3.4 92@1
Need Abasement 8 .300 2.9 94.1
Need Succorance 9 .246 1.6 95.8
Need Deference 10 .206 1.4 97.2
Need Dominance 11 181 1.2 98.4
Need Exhibition 12 107 .7 9.1
Need Aggression 13 .063 4 0 99.5
Counseling »
* Readiness 14 .045 .3 99.8
Personal |
Adjustment 15 .030 .2 100.0

2 The statistics relate to the factors, not to the specif.ic variable.

i
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Note that only four factors are discussed in the text since they remain
- above an eigen value 1.0. . :

e
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